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I.— On the Prepositions in the Homeric Poems. 


By WILLIAM 5. TYLER, 


WILLISTON PROFESSOR OF THE GREEK LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE IN 
AMHERST COLLEGE. 


THE parts of speech, as they are called by grammarians, 
are a classification, founded in the nature of language, but at 
the same time inevitably more or less artificial and imperfect, 
of the different kinds of words in their relations to each other 
and to the sentence. No one has ever been able to give a 
perfect definition of any one of these parts such as would bear 
the questionings of a Socrates, or such as to include every 
thing that belongs to it and exclude every thing else. The 
number of classes or parts of speech which grammarians have 
made has varied widely at different times, and has not yet 
been settled beyond dispute. Two different classifications 
have come down to us bearing the name and clothed with the 
- authority of the great Greek philosopher who was the founder 
of the science of classification — both marked by his fondness 
for simplicity and excessive generalization — one of which 
makes but three parts of speech (grammatically), viz.: verbs, 
nouns, and connectives, and the other makes four, viz.: 
verbs, nouns, articles, and connectives (ῥήματα, ὀνόματα, ἄρθρα, 
σύνδεσμα). Both these are natural classifications founded in 
the nature of the sentence, and answering to the logical 
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distinctions of the subject, the predicate, and modifiers, of 
which distinctions there will, of course, be either three or 
four according as we include all modifiers in one class, or 
distinguish modifiers of the verb from modifiers of the noun. . 

But these classifications are too general to satisfy the 
demands of most grammarians; and they easily admit of 
further division and subdivision. Hence the number of parts 
of speech was gradually increased by the Greek philosophers, 
particularly the Stoics, who were especially given to gram- 
matical studies, till nine became with them, as it has usually 
been with modern grammarians, the accepted number. 

Some Roman grammarians in the time of Quintilian, as 
we learn from that judicious scholar, went on still further 
dividing and subdividing till they made ten, eleven, or 
twelve parts of speech in the Latin language, without the 
article which is wanting in that tongue. Quintilian himself. 
disapproved of these later and subtle distinctions, leaving 
undecided however the question whether all names should be 
classed together, or whether they should be distinguished 
into substantive and adjective nouns. 

Whatever may be the classification adopted, and however 
many or few the classes may be, there will always be words 
which cannot be referred absolutely or exclusively to any one — 
class; either because they do not answer exactly to the 
definition of any one, or because they perform the office now 
of one part of speech, and now of another, and now they 
subserve the uses of more than one at one and the same time. 
Thus words which are usually parsed as adverbs, in all 
languages, often perform the office of conjunctions also, since 
they not only modify the verb of the clause in which they 
stand, but also connect the clause with some other part of 
the sentence. 

The process by which the same words, or even whole. 
classes of words, so change their use and office in course of 
time as to become different parts of speech from what they 
once were, is one of the familiar and one of the most 
interesting and instructive phenomena in the history of 
language. Thus substantives easily become adjectives and 
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adverbs by a mere change of relation to the principal words of 
the sentence, while verbs, sometimes a source of supply for 
adverbs and prepositions, are recognized among the principal 
fountains from which conjunctions are derived. In other 
words, and as a matter of course, nouns become adjectives 
or adverbs whenever, ceasing to be themselves the principal 
subject or object of a proposition, they attach themselves as 
mere modifiers to other principal words; and verbs become 
adverbs, prepositions, or conjunctions, whenever, ceasing to 
be themselves the predicate of a proposition, they only modify 
or connect it. So that this process of transformation resolves 
itself into little more than a change of emphasis —at any 
rate it involves a change of emphasis, not less than a change 
of relation. Again, that is a most curious process, by which, 
simply by growing less and less emphatic, the demonstratives 
.,of so many languages have become first relatives and then 
articles or conjunctions; as, for instance, the English that 
(and so the Greek é and the Latin quod) was first a 
demonstrative, e..g.: “1 knew THAT (vz. which) he said” ; 
then, by a little falling off of the emphasis, a compound or 
simple relative: .‘‘ I knew that he said’’; and then, by losing 
all emphasis, a conjunction merely connecting the two 
clauses: “1 knew that he said.’? By a similar process the 
definite article in English, as also in Greek, in German, in 
Italian, in French, and in the modern languages generally, 
was made from the demonstrative growing gradually less 
emphatic; and then, to supply its place in each of the 
languages, a lengthened and strengthened form was taken up 
for the demonstrative, in which the demonstrative element 
(¢ or d) was repeated at the end as well as the beginning 
-of the root (compare the English the with that, the Greek 
ὁ, ὅς, or τός With οὗτος, the German der with dieser, etc.). 

Of all the parts of speech, the preposition has been the 
most unfortunate in its nomenclature, being the only part of 
speech whose name expresses nothing of its nature or office, 
but merely its position with reference to the verb of which it 
is a prefix or the noun which it precedes; and that position, 
usual indeed, but by no means universal, still less essential 
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or founded in the nature Of things. If it must be named 
from an accidental circumstance instead of δὴ essential 
characteristic, its position is indeed so generally a pre- 
position as perhaps to justify the name on the principle of 
logicians: ὦ potiore nomen fit. And usage has so sanctioned 
the name that it cannot now be easily changed; for not only 
did the Greeks originate the name πρόθεσις, and the Romans 
translate it into praepositio, and the English into preposition, 
but even the Germans, whose grammatical nomenclature is 
usually so significant and so just, call this part of speech die 
Prdposition and das Vorwort, although they sometimes also 
call it das Verhdltnisswort, and thereby express its most 
essential characteristic. 

The proper prepositions are not numerous in any language, 
scarcely a score in Greek, about the same in Sanskrit, and 
but little more than that number in Latin and the modern .. 
Kuropean languages. They are primitive words with mono- 
syllabic roots, which reappear, with only accidental and 
euphonic variations, in all the branches of the Indo-Huropean 
family. In Greek, however, the majority of them have been 
made dissyllabic by the addition of a vowel, which vowel 
receives the accent except when the preposition becomes a 
post-positive, in which case it suffers anastrophe. This 
annexation of a vowel illustrates the musical superiority of 
the Greek over other languages, as for instance the Latin, 
the vowels being the musical and the consonants the 
significant elements in language; and the fact that the 
accent regularly rests on this comparatively unsignificant 
syllable of the preposition, a syllable which disappears in the 
Latin and English equivalents, is itself sufficient to show 
that the Greek accent was not mere stress, but rather tone 
or inflection. For the most part the prepositions seem 
originally to have expressed such essential and fundamental 
relations of place and of motion as wp and down, over and 
under, toand from, i and out, on and off, before and after, at. 
or near, through or amid, about or around. From these space- 
relations they were easily transferred by analogy to express 
the relations of time, and then, by metaphor or other figure of 
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speech founded on some nearer or more remote resemblance, 
they came gradually to denote all the varied relations of 
human action and thought. Of course no class of words can 
be more interesting, none more instructive to the philologist 
or the metaphysician, shedding so much light as they do and 
must, not only on the origin and progress of language, but 
on the fundamental laws of thought, and illustrating our 
intuitive conceptions even of the material universe. 

It has been the almost unanimous opinion of philologists 
that the class of words which are commonly called prepositions — 
were originally and properly adverbs. A class of words which 
originally signified acteon and motion would naturally be 
followed or accompanied by a class of words denoting the 
direction of motion and the relations of actions; in other 
words, verbs would not long exist without adverbs. But 
inasmuch as motion naturally ends in some place, and action 
terminates on some object, or tends to some result, when 
thought came to be more fully expressed, the same words 
which denoted the direction of motion and the tendency of 
action would naturally, not to say necessarily, denote also 
the relations between such motions or actions and the 
places, persons, or things affected by them —in other words, 
verbs and nouns could not be used to any great extent 
without adverbs being gradually converted more or less into 
prepositions to show the relations between them. 

It becomes then an interesting question whether this theory 
of the normal rise and growth of prepositions is confirmed by 
facts. Are there traces of the process still remaining in the 
early literature of nations, or does it go back to a period 
antecedent to all extant literature —a period of which we 
have no other record but language itself? Do the earliest 
extant productions of Greek literature —for example, the 
Homeric Poems — exhibit to us the class of words of which 
we speak as fully adverbs, or fully prepositions, or in a 
transition state between adverbs and prepositions? All 
the authorities on Greek grammar, American, English, and 
German, agree in recognizing a marked peculiarity in Homer 
touching the use of this class of words, and differ only as to 
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the extent in which they acknowledge it and the interpretation 
which they put upon it. Some regard them as already in 
reality and in the main prepositions, although used as adverbs 
more frequently by Homer than by later authors; and they 
treat what is called ¢mesis as a real separation of the preposition 
from the verb. Such was the view generally taught in the 
grammars of the last generation and still accepted by some 
erammarians of the old schools. The more recent authors 
on Greek grammar, however, generally recognize this class 
of words in Homer as partly adverbs and partly prepositions, 
partaking more or less of the properties of both, and, as some 
distinctly affirm, in the stage of transition from the one to 
the other; and generally, although not unanimously, they 
explain what is called tmesis, not as an actual separation of 
the preposition from the verb in a proper compound, but 
rather as an antecedent and more primitive stage of the | 
language, in which the preposition was an adverb, although 
on its way towards composition with the verb. 

In order to come at a more accurate knowledge of the facts 
in the wsus loquendi of this class of words, I recently struck a 
trench through several successive strata of Greek literature 
somewhat as Dr. Schliemann has cut through the successive 
strata on the site of ancient Ilium, although my researches 
have not been as thorough as his, nor did I find or expect to 
find any such magnificent results. But I submit a brief 
report of my observations, or excavations if any choose to 
call them so. 1 went through first with the third book of the 
iad —a book which I am accustomed to read with almost 
every class, because it is a favorite book with me and generally 
proves equally interesting to my pupils — taking up each of 
the proper prepositions and noting its various uses, as a 
preposition preceding the substantive, as a prefix to the verb, 
as a post-position following the substantive, and as a separate 
word not connected with either the substantive or the verb. 
I noted also the comparative frequency of the occurrence of 
the simple verb and the verb compounded with a preposition. 
I then went through the seventh book of the Odyssey in the 
same way, examining and recording the same particulars. I 
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then proceeded to examine in the same way a specimen 
. portion successively of Sophocles, Herodotus, and Xenophon. 
I had thus gathered up statistics of the remains, so to speak, 
of successive strata of Greek literature, which I could compare 
numerically with each other. I shall not trouble the Society 
with all the details of: these statistics. But I may say in 
brief, that they showed clearly enough a general and constant 
diminution of the separate and unprepositional use of this 
class of words from the earliest extant specimens of the 
language in the Homeric poems to the perfection of the Attic 
form and style in Xenophon’s Anabasis, and a corresponding 
relative increase of their use both as. prefixes to verbs and as 
prepositions governing substantives. Of the 251 instances in 
all in which words of the class called prepositions occur in 
the third book of the Iliad, 10 per cent. occur separate from 
either substantives or verbs, and 9 per cent. more come after 
their substantives, thus making 19 per cent. that are not 
strictly prepositions; while 81 per cent. occur in the normal 
state of prepositions, 47 per cent. before substantives and 34 
per cent. in composition with verbs. In the seventh book 
of the Odyssey, there is the same percentage (10) of separate 
occurrence, and the only change (and that perhaps accidental) 
is that there are only 6 per cent. of post-positives, while there 
are 84 per cent. of normal prepositions, of which, however, a 
larger proportion, namely, 53 per cent., precede substantives 
and 31 per cent. are prefixed to verbs. In Sophocles, there 
are only 3 per cent. of separate words of this class (and these 
more manifestly cases of tmeszs) and 3 per cent. aiso of post- 
positives, making only 6 per cent. in all of wiprepositional 
use, while 94 per cent. are prepositionally used. A much 
larger proportion, however, 59 per cent., have now entered 
into composition with the verb, leaving 35 per cent. standing 
before substantives. In Herodotus, the unprepositional use 
has disappeared,* while 53 per cent. are in composition with 
the verb and 47 per cent. stand before substantives. In 


* That is, in the passage of several pages which I used as a specimen. ‘There 
are not wanting sporadic instances of tmesis and adverbial use, 6. g.: ἀπὸ δ᾽ ἔθανε, 
vi. 114; pera dé, vi. 120. 
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Xenophon, the only change from the usage of Herodotus is 
that a still larger — a considerably larger — proportion of this 
class of words have entered into composition with the verb, 
namely, 59 per cent., while the remaining 41 per cent. stand 
before substantives. 

A comparison of the compound with the simple verbs in 
this series of writers shows a corresponding change keeping 
regular pace with the progress of the language. In the Iliad 
and Odyssey only 14 per cent. of all the verbs are compounded 
with prepositions; in Sophocles, 26 per cent.; in Herodotus, 
32 per cent.; and in Xenophon, 86 per cent. An examination 
of the first chapter of the Acts of the Apostles showed a still 
greater proportion of compound verbs, namely, 40 per cent.* 
Moreover, there is in Luke a marked increase of the disposition 
to repeat the same preposition, using it both before the 
substantive and also in composition with the verb, which 
usage is not unfrequent in Xenophon,t but is rare in 
Herodotus, while there is scarcely a trace of it in Homer or 
Sophocles. 

It should also be observed that in Homer, where the 
preposition does enter into composition with the verb, it 
seems to retain more of its original adverbial force, whereas 
in the later Greek it perhaps gradually changes the meaning 
of the word, or perhaps loses its force so that the compound 
differs less and less from the simple verb; hence the natural- 
ness, not to say the necessity, of sometimes reinforcing it by the 
repetition before the substantive of the same preposition which 
appears in composition with the verb. A good illustration of 
this peculiarity of Homeric usage in the verb compounded 
with a preposition may be seen in the 12th verse of the third 


book: 
/ ,ὔ I 3 ἢ ef OF? \ ~ 6 le 

Τόσσον τίς τ᾽ ἐπιλεύσσει ὅσον τ᾽ ἐπὶ λᾶαν ἵἴησιν : 

“And one sees on (sees over, sees ahead) only as far as on (over, ahead) he 
throws a stone;” 


* A subsequent examination of specimen passages in Plutarch and in Tricoupes, 
the modern Greek historian, discovered a farther increase, namely, 41 per cent. of . 
compound verbs in the former and 45 per cent. in the latter. 

+In such constructions as eio-(or ἐμ-)βάλλειν (or βαίνειν) εἰς, ἐκβάλλειν ἐκ, 
συστρατοπεδεύεσθαι σύν, etc., ete. 
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where ἐπιλεύσσει does not mean ‘*‘ to oversee,” ‘‘ to overlook,” 
or ‘‘ to live to see,”’ as such compounds do in later Greek, but 
‘““to see over,” and the ἐπί in composition has just the same 
adverbial force which the same preposition has in the last 
clause of the verse, where it stands by itself, being separated, 
as some would say, from the verb ino by tmesis, but, to 
speak more properly, and as grammarians would now generally 
say, used as an adverb. 

We have a similar use of the same preposition in the 277th 
verse of the same book: 

᾿᾽Πέλιος 2, ὃς πάντ᾽ ἐφορᾷς, Kal πάντ᾽ ἐπακούεις : 
“ And thou, O Sun, who seest over all and hearest over all ;” 

where the ἐπί has essentially or very nearly the force of an 
adverb of place, whereas in later Greek it gives to. the same 
composite verbs the modified meaning “ to oversee,”’ and ‘ to 
overhear” or ‘to listen to.” The difference is analogous 
to that between dérchreisen and durchreisen in German, of 
which the former means “to travel through” literally and 
emphatically, while the latter means only “ to travel over” or 
“to traverse’’; and in the former of which the preposition is. 
separable from the verb, while in the latter it is inseparable. 
This is another illustration of the power of emphasis or accent 
to modify the meaning and use of words. 

As a counterpart to the Homeric preference of the simple 
over the composite verb, Homer uses also the nown without a 
preposition — without any governing word — more frequently 
than it is used in later Greek, and that (as we might expect) 
the genitive or dative to denote primarily place, or secondarily 
some other relation which can easily be conceived as analogous 
to the space-relation. And in many instances where the 
_ preposition does precede the substantive or stands between it 
and the verb, it seems to hover between the office of a 
preposition and that of an adverb. 

Facts then seem to justify the theory which is accepted by 
most modern writers on Greek Grammar, and to show not 
only that prepositions were originally adverbs, but that in the 
Homeric poems we see them in a transition state corresponding 


with the transition state of the pronouns and the generally 
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flexible and formative condition which characterized the 
language at-that early and formative period of Greek history. 
Homer is peculiarly worthy of the study of the philologist not 
less than the general scholar, as a faithful voucher and true 
witness, not merely of the state of society, government, 
morals, and manners of the heroic age (whence Frederic 
Schlegel fancies he received the name of Ὅμηρος, a pledge 
or voucher), but also for his unconscious testimony to, or 
representation of, the phenomena of language in that primitive 
period, when it was still flexible in its form and changeful in 
its features, but surpassingly rich in material and expression, 
and as far from being barbarous or savage, as were those 
elegant works of art which Dr. Schliemann found in the 
lowest strata of his excavations. The stone age in the 
language and literature, as in the art and civilization, of 
Greece was not before the golden age, but long after ; Lt was 
not before, but long after, the poems of Homer. 


II. — On the Formation of the Tenses for Completed Action in 
the Latin Finite Verb. 


By ALBERT HARKNESS, 


PROFESSOR OF GREEK IN BROWN UNIVERSITY. 


In investigating the system of verbal inflections, as found — 
in the Indo-European family of langaages, the science of 
Comparative Philology has encountered few problems which 
have hitherto proved more difficult of solution than that 
presented in the origin and formation of the Latin perfect. 
Most of the prominent leaders in the new school of Philology 
— Bopp, Curtius, Schleicher, Corssen, and, more recently, 
Westphal and Merguet — have given it careful thought, but 
the problem still remains unsolved. Many valuable facts 
have indeed been collected by these eminent scholars, and. 
much light has been thrown upon many obscure points; but 
no explanation has yet been proposed which can be said to 
account fully for all the facts in the case; no theory devised 
which has met with general recognition among the scholars 
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of the world. The-question therefore of the origin and 
formation of the Latin perfect is unfortunately still an 
open one; and though its difficulty might well deter us 
from entering upon so unpromising a discussion, its great 
importance, from its vital connection with the whole subject 
of Comparative Philology, imperatively demands that we 
should still continue to investigate it. Hach discussion may 
in its turn throw some new ray of light upon it, until at 
length its secret, we may hope, shall be exposed to the full 
light of day. If therefore this paper should succeed, even in 
the smallest measure, in preparing the way for the final 
solution of this difficult question, my attempt will not have 
been made in vain. 

The Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit undoubtedly inherited 
from the mother tongue of the Indo-European family the 
power to express completed action by means of reduplication, 
and to create new tense-forms through the help of aualary 
verbs. The Latin, in its treatment of tenses for completed 
action, is distinguished from the Greek and the Sanskrit by a 
freer use of compound tense-forms to supply the place of the 
reduplication. While in the Greek λέλυκα, πέποιθα, and in the 
Sanskrit babhiva, cakdra, the reduplication is indispensable, 
in the Latin amavi, audivi, monut, rexi, no trace of it appears. 
The Latin has indeed retained a few reduplicated perfects, as 
cecidi, cecint, pepéri, but in comparison with the vast number 
of compound forms, these appear but exceptions to the 
general rule. 

But before we enter upon the discussion of the Latin 
perfect, it seems desirable to examine some of the compound 
forms in the other tenses for completed action, the plu- 
perfect and future-perfect indicative and the perfect and 
pluperfect subjunctive. In these forms the auxiliary does 
not necessarily supply the place of the reduplication. In 
analyzing cecineram, as an illustration, we at once recognize 
the modified root cin with its reduplication ce, and the 
auxiliary verb eram. The root evn gives the general meaning 
of the verb, the reduplication ce denotes completed action, 
while eram adds the idea of past time. Hence we have an 


16 A. Harkness, 


expression for completed action in past time. The Greek 
ἐπεποίθειν is a precisely analogous formation, consisting of the 
modified root zo. with its 'reduplication πε and the auxiliary 
ἦα, ἤαμ == joau==eram. If now we compare the other tenses 
for completed action — cecinero, cecinerim, cecinissem — with 
cecineram, which we have just analyzed, we shall find that 
they differ from it only in the form of the auxiliary. Let us 
notice this point of difference more carefully. 

Hram and ero in cecineram and cecinero appear to be the 
unchanged forms of the imperfect and future of the auxiliary 
sum, and indeed, if our analysis of cecineram is correct, they 
are such. It then seems to follow as a matter of course that 
in cecinerim, erim is the present subjunctive of the auxiliary 
sum, and that it is for esim, the full form for sem, which 
drops the initial vowel e, as it is also dropped in sum for 
esum, though retained in the Greek forms ἐστί, ἐσμέν, ἐστέ. 
The change of s in esem to 7 in erm is in accordance with a 
well-known law of the language which usually changes s to r 
between two vowels. ; 

We have thus explained all the forms of the auxiliary in 
these compounds, except wssem in cecinissem. That alone 
presents some difficulty. Whence comes the vowelz? What 
is the full form of each of the elements in cecinissem and how 
do they unite to form the compound? Are the elements 
cecini-essem, cecini-ssem, or cecin-issem with issem for essem ? 
The second combination is the one generally adopted. Curtius 
says of the first (cecine-essem) that it would give cecinessem 
rather than cecinissem. This we freely admit. But what is 
the objection to the third (cecin-tssem)? This alone would 
be in harmony with our explanation of the other compound 
tenses. The 1 in zssem is undoubtedly of the same origin as 
the e in eram, ero, erm. May it not then come from e in 
essem? According to Corssen and others of undoubted 
authority, essem was originally esem, which would be the 
regular subjunctive — originally optative— formation from 
the indicative eram—esam. But cecin-ésem would become 
cecin-isem, according to a well recognized principle that in 
reduplicated and compound verbal forms a and 6 are weakened: 
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as cado, cecidi; cano, cecint, where a is weakened to e in the 
reduplication and to ὁ in the stem-syllable; also emo, adimo ; 
lego, colligo, where e is weakened to ὁ in the compounds. 
Thus esem became zsem in cecin-isem; but when it became a 
recognized rule that s between two vowels should be changed 
to r, the alternative was presented by which tsem would 
become trem, erem, as in the indicative esam became eram, or 
s would be doubled and thus protected against change. In 
the same manner the imperfect esem would become either 
erem or essem. The latter seems to have been the course 
actually pursued both in the simple esem and in its compounds ; 
and hence we have essem and cecinissem. This is moreover 
confirmed by the fact that compound forms have been found 
with these different endings — eset, esset, and isset; as, adi-éset, 
adi-esset, and adi-isset. 

But the explanation just given for the ὁ in the ending ¢ssem 
is at variance with the generally received opinion upon the 
subject. Corssen, seeing that the ὁ in zssem is undoubtedly 
of the same origin as the e in eram, ero, ervm, and the final ὦ 
in cectni, identifies all these vowels with the long ὁ in the 
perfect. In his view cecin-eram is a compound of cecine and 
eram. But,if that is the correct analysis of the form, how 
does the long ὁ in cecini-ram become short e in cecin-éram ? 
Do we find any general analogy for this change? Indeed, 
would not such an analogy change the imperfect subjunctive, 
audi-rem, to audérem? ‘The cases are entirely parallel. 

But how shall we explain the endings of the perfect —:, 
astt, it, imus, istis, erunt or ere? ‘This inquiry brings us to 
the vital point in our whole investigation — the formation of 
the Latin perfect. 

The Latin perfects naturally divide themselves, in respect 
to formation, into three classes : 

I. Perfects in we and wt: alo, alui; colo, coluti; amo, amavt; 
audio, audive. 

Il. Perfects in si: carpo, carps; dico, digi; rego, rex. 

IMI. Perfects in 2: cado, cecidi; tango, tetigr; capio, cepr; 
1c0, wl. 

If now we inquire what is the tense-sign in each of these 
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three classes, what characterizes these forms as perfect tenses, 
we shall find that perfects in uz, vz, and st are compounded 
with perfect tenses of auxiliary verbs. The tense-sign of the 
compound must therefore be sought in the auxiliary. All 
other perfects, 1. e. simple perfects in 7, according to Bopp, 
Curtius, Schleicher, Westphal, and others, were originally 
reduplicated and the reduplication constituted the tense-sign. 
As this conclusion, whose correctness I think there can be 
little reason to doubt, has been accepted with so little dissent, 
it will be sufficient simply to indicate in brief the general 
character of the argument by which it has been reached. 

1. The simple perfects in the Greek and in the Sanskrit 
are reduplicated. 

2. In Latin some of the perfects in ὁ retain the reduplication 
in full, while most of the others lengthen the stem-vowel, 
thereby showing traces of a lost reduplication. 

8. With four exceptions, the few perfects which retain the 
unchanged stem have the stem-vowel already long either by 
nature or by position. Moreover, of these four exceptions — 
scidi, tulr, bib, and fidi—the first and second have archaic 
forms with reduplication, the third is in fact a reduplicated 
perfect, while all analogy shows that the fourth (fidz) must 
have been originally fifidz. 

4. In some verbs there are found side by side reduplicated 
simple perfects and compound perfects without reduplication, 
showing that the tense-sign in the simple form resides in the 
reduplication and in the compound in the auxiliary, as teneo, 
tetini, tenur; pango, pepigi, panxr. 

But we must hasten to consider the compound perfects. 
These end in wi, vi, and st. Those in we and vz were explained 
by Bopp as compounds of fuz, those in sz as compounds of esz, 
a perfect formed from es, the root of sum, and corresponding 
to the Sanskrit dsa—fui. This explanation has been 
generally accepted by philologists, but has of late been called 
in question by Westphal and Merguet, the latter of whom 
denies its application even to potui for pot-fur, as the perfect 
of possum. He explains potuc as formed from potive from 
potio, and thus, as he conceives, deprives Bopp’s theory of its 
very strongest support. 
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At first Westphal and Merguet both took the position that 
compound tenses may be produced by the union of inflected 
forms with each other, but not by the union of such forms 
with naked stems. They recognized such compounds as 
appear in the Sanskrit periphrastic perfect, coraydm-dsa, and 
in the French future, 7’aimer-ai, but not such as Bopp found 
in the Sanskrit d-dik-sham, in the Greek ἔδειξα, and in the 
Latin aluz. Such was Westphal’s position when his Greek 
Grammar appeared; but in a special work on the Latin 
verbal inflections, published last year, he recedes from this 
position and expresses, in a most unqualified manner, the 
conviction that the Latin perfects in wz and vz are compounds 
of fur, and those in sz compounds of 681. 

But Merguet in his work entitled Die EHntwickelung der 
latenischen: Formenbildung, published in 1870, claims that 
the union of inflected forms with naked stems is in itself a 
contradiction, inasmuch as, in his judgment, the two elements 
of the compound belong, as independent words, to different 
ages in the development of language. 

To this sweeping criticism, Curtius in his recent work on 
the Greek verb replies: 

1. That the assumption, that there could have been no 
transition period in which naked stems and_inflected forms 
may have existed side by side as independent words, is 
utterly without foundation. 

2. That compounds of inflected forms with naked stems 
do undoubtedly exist; that indeed no other reasonable 
explanation can be given of such forms as λογο-ποιός, πυρ-φόρος, 
and the like. 

Thus the objection to Bopp’s theory that the Latin perfects 
“In w, vi, and st are compound forms has, in my judgment, 
been fairly met. We proceed to examine the compounds 
themselves. 

Alo, al-fur, alui (f dropped); amo, ama-fui, ama-ui, amavi 
(f dropped and w changed to its corresponding v between 
two vowels); carpo, carp-isi, carpsi (i, for &, dropped); dico, 
dic-tst, dixt (¢ dropped and c-s united inz). Now all these 
perfects are such only by virtue of the auxiliary fuc and esz 
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contained in them. But what imparts to fui and esi their 
character as perfect tenses? That they are such, there can 
be no doubt, but what makes them so is not equally clear. 
Let us, however, compare these forms with the Sanskrit and 
Greek perfects from the same roots. The Latin fui and the 
corresponding Sanskrit ba-bhiév-a are inflected as follows: 


fu-i, ba-bhiv-a, 
fu-isti, ba-bhuv-itha, 
fu-it, ba-bhiv-a, 
fu-imus, ba-bhiv-ima, 
fu-istis, ba-bhiv-a, 
fu-erunt or -ere. ba-bhiy-us. 


The contrast is scarcely less remarkable than the resemblance. 
They are undoubtedly corresponding forms, but they seem to 
have received very different treatment. The Sanskrit retains 
the reduplication ; the Latin, apparently, no trace of it. The 
endings of ba-bhiv-a are not peculiar, those of fuz are without 
a parallel, or even an analogy, in any other tense in the 
Latin verb. The Greek πέφυκα throws no light upon fui; we 
compare est with the Sanskrit @sa, and we encounter the 
same contrast as before; d@sa is inflected precisely like 
ba-bhtiv-a; est, precisely like fut. 

Let us now note the points of difference and set distinctly 
before us the peculiarities of the Latin perfect, as seen in fur, 
esi, and their compounds. 

1. The reduplication appears in full in the Sanskrit and in 
the Greek, but not in the Latin; though we should indeed 
have its equivalent in est, if we could prove that the initial 
e is long, as is generally assumed without proof from 
its connection with the Sanskrit dsa; but as this vowel 
uniformly disappears from the Latin paradigm without 
leaving any trace behind, there is, I think, good reason to 
question the assumption that it is long. 

2. The ὁ in fuz is peculiar and requires explanation. 

3. So also are the endings zstz, istis, erunt, and ere. 

In this list there are at least three or four points, which 
by general consent have never been satisfactorily explained. 
In regard to Bopp’s labored effort to bring the Latin perfect 
into some sort of harmony with Sanskrit aorist forms, Corssen 
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remarks that in the midst of all these varying and at times 
contradictory statements, he has endeavored in vain to find 
a consistent explanation of the Latin perfect in harmony 
with the facts in the case. His own words are: “Ich 
bin vergebens bemiht gewesen, in diesen und anderen 
schwankenden und sich zum Theil widersprechenden Angaben, 
eine feste und consequente mit den Thatsachen der lateinischen 
Sprache in Einklang stehende Erklarung des lateinischen 
Perfectum zu finden.”? With the same emphasis he also 
rejects the suggestion of Curtius, that the long ὁ of the Latin 
perfect may be identical with the short ὦ in the Sanskrit 
perfect. Schleicher recognizes in a verb like facto three 
distinct stems for the perfect: fae in fac-sim, fect in fecit, 
and fecis in fecis-tis. The first and third of these Corssen 
discards utterly; in regard to the second (fecz), Schleicher 
himself admits that the ὁ is added to the perfect stem, and is 
moreover of uncertain origin. His words are: “ Ausserdem 
tritt ein in seinem Ursprunge dunkeles ὁ an den Ausslaut 
des Perfect-stammes.”? No explanation is attempted of this 
troublesome ἢ. Corssen calls it a vowel of formation 
(Bildungsvocal), and with Aufrecht identifies it with the ¢ in 
the Sanskrit aorist in esham, as dvédisham, but attempts no 
explanation. He derives s in the first syllable of ¢stz and 
istis and r in erunt from the stem es, and in this view is 
supported by Curtius; though, so far as I see, neither of 
these eminent linguists makes any use of the fact. 

Such, if I understand it aright, is the present state of the 
question involved in the formation of the Latin perfect. In 
view therefore of the great uncertainty which still hangs over 
several important points connected with it, I venture, with 
-unfeigned diffidence, to submit to the thoughtful consideration 
of my fellow-laborers in this field a few suggestions, in 
the hope that they may at least aid us in our subsequent 
investigations. 

A word upon the manner in which the Latin auxiliaries 
fui and est are used in forming compound tenses, in distinction 
from the corresponding use of auxiliaries in the Greek and 
Sanskrit, may not be entirely useless at this point. We 
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notice first that when the Sanskrit dsa and ba-bhiv-a are 
used in the formation of the periphrastic perfect, the auxiliary 
is retained in full with reduplication— corayadmdsa; and 
secondly, that in such compounds as the Sanskrit d-dik-sham 
(= dik and dsam) or the Greek ἔδειξα ( = dex and ἔσα or joa), 
the augment is uniformly retained. In Latin, on the contrary, 
though all the compounds of fue and esi uniformly retain wz, 
vi, and sz, the 6 in es entirely disappears in every instance, 
and with it all trace of that which makes it a perfect tense, if 
it is formed like the Sanskrit dsa. These facts suggest the 
inquiry whether ese may not be a slightly different formation 
from dsa, though an entirely analogous one; whether indeed 
we may not find here in the treatment of the auxiliary itself, 
the key to the explanation of some peculiarities of the Latin 
perfect. | 

The Sanskrit dsa is, I think, admitted to represent an 
earlier form asasa or asasma, with the root repeated in 
accordance with the original idea of the reduplication. 
Moreover, it will be observed that we have here only the 
repetition of a single syllable as, like that of or in ὄπωπα, οὃ in 
ὄδωδα, ak in ἀκήκοα, and like the corresponding reduplication in 
the Zend. After the analogy of asasma, the Latin es would 
give esismt inflected thus: 


esismi = esimi =—-esI, 
esisti esisti, 
esisti == sist, —,esit, 
esismus esimus, 
esistis esistis, 
esisunt esisunt. 


That es reduplicated produces eszs, instead of eses, is in 
accordance with the well-known principle, already mentioned, 
by which a and e are often weakened in the reduplicated and 
compound forms: cado, cectdi; emo, adimo; dedi, condidt. 
Moreover, that the ὁ before tin deat may be identical with ὁ 
seems to be supported by the fact that the form in οὐ actually 
occurs in early inscriptions. Again, ὁ is the favorite vowel 
before s, as is abundantly shown by Latin forms, such as 
cinis, eineris ; pulvis, pulveris; so also before 86 in the middle 
of a word: as in antisto, antistes, etc. 
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But let us now examine the changes which take place in 
our inflection of esism?. For the dropping of s before m in 
m2 and mus in the first person singular and plural, we may 
_adduce not only the corresponding treatment of the Greek ¢ 
in εἰμί for ἐσμί and ἦμεν for ἦσμεν, but also the well-known 
usage of the Latin which often drops s before m in similar 
cases, as in rémus for resmus, omen for osmen; Cadména for 
Casména. If now we drop the personal ending mt, in 
accordance with the general usage in the first person singular 
of all leading tenses of the indicative, and then lengthen the 
preceding vowel in compensation, we shall have est and 
esimus. In the latter the ὁ in the penult may be either long 
or short—short, if it follows the analogy of Caéména for 
Casména, long, if it follows the more common analogy of 
omen and rémus. Upon the latter supposition, it must have 
been subsequently shortened —a treatment by no means 
uncommon in vowels which have been lengthened. by the 
principle of compensation, as in pedeéts, pedés, pedeés. 

The dropping of ὁ final in the personal ending of eszst2 in 
the third personal singular requires no explanation, as it is 
in accordance with the general usage. In the same form the 
significance of the s before t,as a part of the stem, was in 
process of time practically lost, and finally the letter itself 
disappeared under the influence of the endings αὖ, et, 7, 
which regularly represent the third person singular in the 
Latin indicative and subjunctive. Thus estst became eszt by 
a process which finds its complete analogy in the Greek ἦτον 
for ἦστον, and in the Sanskrit imperfect a-sat for a-sast, and 
in the aorist d-bod-it for a-bod-ist. 

Ti in esiste of the second person singular is a recognized 
. ending for that person and corresponds to the Sanskrit tha, 
the Greek θὲ in ἴσθι. It forms also the first element in tis of 
the second person plural. The quantity of the final 7, which 
Westphal pronounces a still greater problem than the 
preceding st, illustrates a treatment of this vowel by no 
means uncommon in the Latin. Short final 7, it is well 
known, is generally lengthened, or changed to e. The Latin 
astt, as compared with the Greek ἴσθι, shows precisely the 
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same change in quantity, as actually appears in the Latin 
sindpi as compared with the Greek σίνατπι. 

The ὁ in the penult of zstz, which is long by position, seems 
to have been at times treated as long by nature, perhaps 
after the analogy of long ὁ in est? and esit. 'The subsequent 
shortening of 7 in this last form esté before final ¢, requires 
no explanation, as it follows the general usage. 

In the third person plural, tswnt became first trunt, a form 
which actually occurs in inscriptions, and then évunt. But 
in the classical period the penult of erunt was generally long, 
a fact which may be best explained in connection with the 
shorter ending ére, as seen in dixerunt or dixzere. This 
ending is generally explained as formed from erunt by 
dropping nt and weakening wu to 6. Westphal objects to this 
view, on the ground that the Latin nowhere else drops the 
plural ending nt, and that, if it did so here, we should 
probably have éro and not ére. He does not recognize the 
auxiliary suné either in erunt or ere. I do not regard these 
objections as at all decisive against the common explanation, 
but I venture to suggest another, that in making our selection 
we may at least have a little wider choice. The Latin 
treatment of the root es, as seen in the verb itself, gives, in 
the third plural, esunt, which becomes sunt or erunt; but as 
erunt points back to esunt, so 676 seems to suggest an earlier 
form ésé or ési, the latter of which finds an exact parallel in 
the Greek εἰσί from ἐσντί, and is formed in strict accordance 
with principles of general application, alike in Latin, Greek, 
and Sanskrit. In this form, sz represents the personal 
ending ti; but ¢ before ὁ is often thus changed to 8, as in 
consensio, dissensio, precisely as τ before « is changed to o in 
εἰσί. But in Latin ést becomes first éri—a form actually 
found in inscriptions —and then éré as in carpsére, dizére. 
Thus there may have existed, in the infancy of the language, 
two distinct forms side by side —a shorter form in ére, with 
the penult uniformly and necessarily long, and a fuller form ἡ 
in erunt, with a short penult which may have become 
gradually lengthened by the analogy of its associate éve. ΑΒ 
a matter of fact, this penult was generally long, though by 
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no means uniformly so; and if the more common derivation 
of ére from erunt be preferred to the one here proposed, we 
may, I think, without impropriety assume that e in erwnt was 
lengthened to bring it into harmony with the other long 
vowels in the endings of this tense. 

If now we form perfects by appending the auxiliary est to 
the roots carp and dic, we shall have carp-isi and dic-ist and, 
dropping ἔ (é), carpsi and dia, inflected thus: 


carpsi, dixi, 

carpsisti, dixisti, 

carpsit, dixit, 

carpsimus, diximus, 
carpsistis, dixistis, 
carpsérunt (or -ére). dixérunt (or -ére). 


From esz, or its stem esis, may now be formed the other 
tenses for completed action, esisam, estso, esisim, esissem, 
precisely as esam (== eram), eso (ero), esum (= sim), and 
essem are formed from the root es. If now we append these 
tenses of the auxiliary to carp and dic, dropping the initial e 
and observing the ordinary euphonic changes, we obtain the 
regular classical forms. 


carp-sisam == carpseram, dic-sisam = dixeram, 
carp-siso = carpsero, dic-siso. = dixero, 

carp-sisim = carpserim, dic-sisim =  dixerim, 
carp-sissem = carpsissem. dic-sissem = dixissem. 


Our discussion seems to warrant the conclusion that in the 
class of verbs which we have been examining, the peculiarities 
of the Latin perfect — the final 7, 8 in the first syllable of zstz 
and istis, and the peculiar endings erunt and eve— may all 
be the direct result of the reduplication of the root es in the 
auxiliary. They are all readily explained in this manner 
without doing violence to any known law of the language, 
and without requiring the insertion of a single letter, even of 
a connecting vowel. 

The examination of fue and of perfects in wt, vi, and 7 is 
reserved for a future paper. 


III. — On an English Vowel-Mutation, present in CAG, KEG. 
By 5. 5. HALDEMAN, 


PROFESSOR OF COMPARATIVE PHILOLOGY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF 
PENNSYLVANIA. 


THE somewhat rare Celtic vowel of ‘fat’ occurs in Irish 
and Welsh,* and when present in Huropean dialects, it is 
probably due to Celtic influence, as in Suabian, and. in its 
French nasal form in ‘vin.’ It does not necessarily occur in 
the same word in languages where it is present, for the Irish 
word ‘cat’ (a cat) and ‘ capull’ (Lat. ‘ caballus,’ a horse) have 
the vowel of English cot. It is well established in English, 
where, from its affinity with δ of ‘ ebb,’ the two present many 
interchanges, as in ‘cag’ and ‘ keg,’ ‘mash’ and ‘mesh’ (of 
a net) where ‘mash’ is the vulgar and etymologic form, and 
Dr. Johnson says it is ‘better written, as it is commonly 
pronounced, mash.” In certain localities we find forms like 
‘merry, ‘scelp, and * hev,’ for ‘marry,’ ‘scalp,’ and “ have,’ 
forms which are apt to disgust people who are not accustomed 
to hear them. 

This mutation appears in English ‘fat’ as compared with 
German ‘ fett;’? ‘have,’ old Saxon ‘ hebbjan,’ low Saxon (or 
Plattdeutsch) ‘hebben ;’ and as both vowels are present in 
low Saxon, this English interchange may be heard, as in the 
word for sz, which, according to the locality, is ‘sas‘o’ 
(s48’0, strictly with the vowel of ‘ fat’) and ‘ses’0,’ with the 
vowel of " met.’ 

Mutations with the Latin or true ὦ of ‘arm’ (as in 
‘barberry’ and ‘berberry, Anglosaxon ‘arc’ and ‘erc’) 
and that of ‘wash’ and ‘+wesch,’ are excluded from the 
following list, but as the vowel of ‘fat’ is often used in 
words with the allied a of ‘after,’ these pairs have been 
retained. Proper names, archaisms (marked with +), Scotch, 
and local English forms are included. The abbreviations 


? 


* As in Irish ‘ca‘har, four; Welsh ‘bach,’ a hook, the same vowel being 
lengthened in Welsh ‘bach,’ /idtle. Hald., Analytic Orthography, p. 85. 
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used are: Ch., Chaucer; Alw., Halliwell; Str., Stratmann ; 
Sc., Scotch. Scotch examples must be cited with caution 
except by natives, as the spelling is deceptive. According to 
Mr. James A. H. Murray (Philol. Soc. London, 18738, pp. 109, 
145), this dialect gives ‘man’ with the German and French 
a, and ‘ men,’ ‘ pet,’ ‘led,’ with the vowel of add. 

The following lsts contain about three hundred and twenty 
pairs of examples: 


abbas Hlw., abbess 
abele, ebble Hlw. 

ac Sc. (but, and), ec 
ac-ute, edge 
addabaran, aldebaran 
adder, edder H/w. 
admiral, amrell Hlw. 


ant, emmet 

antique, ancient( = en-) 
+any, eny Ch. 

appear-ance, appar-ent 

apt, adapt, inept, adept 
--arran (spider), nerane Hlw. 
arrand, errand 


after, efter Hlw. 
age * Hlw., to egg v. 


ak-yn Sc. (oaken), yek (oak) Hlw. 


al-chemy, el-ixer 
al-ligator, El-dorado 
alf Hlw., elf 
+alfisch, elvish 
Alic, Elick 

Alice, Elsie. 
alder, eller Hhw. 
alum 7, for elm 
ambassador {, embassy 
amir §, emir 

among, -+-emong 
Amphipolis, Emboli 
amty Hlw., empty 
-+angel ||, +engel 
annual, perennial 
+anoug, enough 


arrant, errant 

+asaumple Str., example 
+ascape, escape 

ascry Hlw., eskrie Hlw. 

ash (ask) Hlw., esh Hw. 
ash (stubble) Hlw., esh Hlw. 
ash (tree), esh Hw. 

ashes, ess Hw. 

ascend-ant a., descend-ent a. 
ascend-ancy, ascend-ency 
ask, esse Hw. 

aspen, espin /Tlw. 

assay, essay 

astonish, +estonen Str. 

at, +et 

attend-ance, tend-ency 
attend-ant, intend-ent 
+atter (poison), etter Hlw. 
--attercop (spider), eddercop Hw. 
atwiten Str., edwyte Hlw. 


_* Age (to incite) —the popular and the preferable form. Pennsylvania. 

TIt is uncertain whether a western stream called Alum Creek took its name 
from the mineral or from the tree. 

1 The erroneous em- for am- in ‘embassy’ is due to Spanish, and is retained 
by the accent. See Hald., Eng. Affixes, p. 263, and compare ‘empire’ and 
‘imperial.’ : 

§ This is the better form. 

| Although Anglish ‘eng-el’ (not eng-gel) corresponds with German ‘eng-el,’ 
the dialectic form ‘enc-gel’ seems to indicate the gay in ‘anger.’ Similarly, 
Anglish ‘angel’ or ‘angl’ (a hook) is probably like German ‘ang-el’ rather 
than the English ‘angle’ = ang-g]. 
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avery Hlw., every 
avoid, evitable 

axe, exe Hlw. 

axle, exle Hlw. 

back, beck 

baff Sc., beff Sc. 
bag, begg-ar 

ballys Hlw., bellows 
band, bendy 

bank, bench 

Bayou Tash, for —Téche 
+birafte, bereft 
blacken, bleck Sc. 
blanch, blench 
bland Sc., blend 
bran, bren Hw. 
brand, brenne v. Hlw. 
brant (goose), brent 
--brant (steep), brent 
eadlock, kedlock 
cag, keg ἢ 

calash, caleche 

calf, kelf (?) Hw. 
can v., ken n. 

canal, kennel 


cand-ent, efc., ac-cend, etc. 


canine, kennel 
cannel-coal, kennel-coal 
canto, accent 
canvas, hemp 
capital, cephalic 
capt-ure, inter-cept 
carn-al, charn-el 
cast, +cestt 
castanet, chestnut 
castrel, kestrel 
catch, kecche ἢ 


S. S. Haldeman, 


catsup, ketchup 

chack Sc., check v. 
chack Sc. (a bird), check Sc. 
chack Sc. (a meal), check 
champion, kemp ‘Se. 
channel, kennel 
charity, cherish 
chastity, incest 

claft Sc., cleft 
command, commend 
cour-ant, curr-ent 
crang, kreng 

c-rank, wrench 
daddy, deddy Se. 
Dak’han, Deccan 
damn, condemn 
diabolism §, devil 
donat, donet 

+drad, dread 

drag, dredge 
e-jac-ulate, e-jec-t 
example, exemplary 
+facche Hilw., fetch 
faction, defection 
faloun Hlw., felon 
fan-cricket, fen-cricket 
farrier, ferrier 

farrow a., ferow Sc. 
fash Sc., fesh Sc. 
fasten, +festen 


fatch Hlw., vetches 


fealty, fidelity 
foc-al, fu-el 

Frank, French 
frantic, frenetic || 
Gallic, C¥eltic 

gang n., genge Hw. 


* Compare the same sounds in Anglosaxon ‘cg,’ ‘ceg’ (a key), etc. 
+ Pronounced kest, and used by Wyatt (1503-1542) as a rhyme to best. 
¢ About 1275, according to Stratmann. Ἷ 

“To ketch him at ἃ vauntage in his snares.” Spenser. 

“That, as pursued appearing at full stretch, 

This, barking after, and at point to catch.” Tate. 
§ The i is marked as short, because English accent generally obscures the 
adjoining syllables. 
|| ‘‘ An irous man is lik a frentik best.” 
Chaucer, 1. 7631, where ‘best’ = ‘baist,’ a beast. 
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+gather*, to-gether 
ginsang +, ginseng 
glabber Sc., glebber Sc. 
glance, glent Sc. 
granadier, grenadier 
granite, grenade 
Guiana, Cayenne { 
hack Hlw., hedge 
hackle, heckle 

hadder Hlw., héather 
hag, hegge Hlw. 

han Hlw., hence 

hand, hend Hw. 
Handel, Hendel 

hang, +heng Ch. 

harry v., herry Hlw. 
Harry, Henry 

has, hes Hlw. 

hasp, hesp Hlw. 

have, hebben /7/w. 
hospit-al, hot-el 
intend-ant, etc., -ent, etc. 
jasmin, jessamin 

kavel Sc., kevel Sc. 
lactic, lettuce 

+lad Ch. 1. 7260, led. 
+lasse Ch., less 

lat Sc. (to reckon), let Sc. 
lather, lether v. 


Macey, Meg, Peg 
malte /Z/w., melted 
mameluke, memlook 
man, men 

-+manace, menace 
manage, menagerie 
manifold (1), many ὃ 
maret Hlw., merit 
Mariatta, for Marietta 
mash, mesh 

maslin, meslin 

mass, -+messe 
Massurada, Mesurido 
Matamoras, Metamoras 
obeis-ance, obedi-ence 
pall-mall, pell-mell 
panel, penelle lw. 
pansy, pensive, pensy Hw. 
pantile, pentile 
pantograph, pentagraph 
pector-al, poitr-el 
pend-ant, pend-ent 
penit-ence, pen-ance 
pinchback, pinchbeck 
placid, pleasant 

radish, as 7f reddish 
radly Hlw., readily 
rakene [lw , reckon 
ransom, redemption 


* Wiclif uses ‘gethere’ (Daniel iii. 2) as a transitive verb; ‘geder-en’ occurs 
about the year 1200 (Stratmann); ‘gédher’ is much used in speech, and 
Wordsworth rhymes it with ‘héather’ : 

“The wild-woods fruits to gather, ... 
A crest of blooming heather.” 

+ Thus pronounced in the United States by those who know and collect the 
plant. When the root is forked it is likened to a man, and is probably named in 
Chinese from ‘dzhin,’ man, and ‘seang,’ form, but in the literary language the 
- second part is ‘séng,’ and seems to be without a special meaning. Span. ‘jinsing,’ 
Port. ‘ginsao.’ Webster (1828), quoting Grosier’s China, gives the word as 
meaning ‘‘ the resemblance of a man, or man’s thigh.” Worcester quotes Palmer 
for “gen-seng, first of plants,” which is added as a second etymology in Mahn’s 
Webster, and is an error due to a mixing of authorities. The Rev. Dr. S. F. 
Jarvis (Trans. Nat. Hist. Soc. of Hartford, 1836) quotes Jartoux for the proper 
meaning, “the representation of a man,” for what reason he cannot tell. The 
Tartars call it Orhota, which means “ the first of plants.” 

{ Both of these appear in the name of the condiment ‘ky-an’.’ The ‘cay’ of 
‘Cayenne’ and ‘cayman’ should be read kz (in kind) as intended by the writers. 

§ ‘Many,’ a town in Texas, is called ‘mann-y.’ 
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ranch, for wrench 

rax, ratch v. Hlw., stretch 
redan, indent 
raplock Sc., reploch Se. 
lang-saddle Sc., -settle Sc. 
sack, seck Hw. 

sag v., seg Se. 

salify, (salt)cell-ar 

sally, salmon (summer)set 
sampler, exemplar 
satis-fy, as-sets 

sattle Hiw., settle v. 

+sax Str., +sex (an ax) 
+Saxlond, +Sexlond 
scad Hlw., shed v. 

scal-p, shell 

scand-ent, ascend-ant 
scarlat-inous, scarlet 
serv-ant, subservi-ent 
shadow, shed n. 

slack, sleck * 

slack, sleck 7 

slant, slent H/w. 

smack, smecen Hiw. 
sparage, sperage 

spat-ula, pét-al 

stag Hlw., steg (a gander) 
strand, trend 

-ttache (a spot), tetch Hlw. 
tamper, temper 
Tamsford, Thames 
tanrec, tenrec 

tendrac, tenrec 
tarantula, tarentula 


tarrapin t, terrapin 
tarras §, terrace 

-+tarre, +terry 

tarrier, terrier 

tassel (hawk), tercel 
ten-ant, for ten-ent 
+than ||, then 

thatch, deck 

--thrad, thread 

thrash J, thresh 

track, treche Hlw. 
track-pot Sc., treck-pot Sc. 
tractable, tretable Hlw. 
trans(fer), tres(pass) 
travesse Sc., treviss Sc. 
vacche Hlw., fetch 
Vandal, Wendish 
vandue, for vendue 
vanquished, venqueste Hw. 
vascul-ar, vessel 

vi-and, viv-ency 

wime (venter), wem Hlw. 
wax v., wexe [Hlw. 
whammel, whemmel 
-+whan, when 

wrack, wreck | 

wrastle **, wrestle 
wratch Sc., wretch n. 
wrath n., wreth Sc. 
wrath, breth Hlw. 
yalloch Sc., yell n. 
yaldran Sc., yeldrin Se. 
yalowe Hlw., yellow 


Alsace, Elsess 
affi-ance, diffid-ence 
af-, de-fi-ant, diffid-ent 
ambush, +embush 


* Small pit-coal. Ray. 


amend, emendation 
-tasoine, -+essoin Str. 
astray, estray 
assist-ance, consist-ence 


+ To quench, as a fire; to thirst. Ray. 


t+ This is the popular speech-form in the United States. Browne (Hist. of 
Jamaica, 1756, p. 465) and Schopf (Hist. Testud., 1792, p. 64) call it ‘terrapin,’ 


and Lacepéde (1788) calls it ‘ terrapéne.’ 


Compare Lenape ‘tul-pe,’ a tortoise. 


§ “As in the Tarras heere this other day.” Drayton, ed. 1613. 


|‘‘I heard a man, | That now and than.” 


Wyatt. 


q ‘Corn must be thrash’d, and ground for food:”’ Pettus, 1683. 
ἦρε « V.Vhich wrastleth with the water,” Drayton, ed. 1613. 
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assist-ant, consist-ent 
Aurangabad, Aurengabad 
Aurangzib, Aurengzib 
Balize, Belize 

blab Sc., bleb 

bladoch Sc., bledoch Se. 


blanch Se. (a ray), blenk Se. 


blancher, blencher 
blather, blether 
Brackenridge, Breckenridge 
Bustamante, -mente 
chance, cadence 
chavender, cheven 
confid-ant, -ent, -ence 
conniy-ance, -ent 
counten-ance, contin-ence 
crann-y, cren-ulate 
cross-jack, crojeck 
Damiata, Damietta 
dan-delion; den-tal 
dual, duel 

eleg-ance, intellig-ence 
eleg-ant, neglig-ent 
en-amor, en-emy 

fatten, fetten Str. 
fasten, fest Hlw. 
f-lag(stone), (crom)lech 
flat Sc. (floor), flet Sc. 
gag Sc., geg 


elanders, glen 

gradual, ingress 
Granada, Grenada 
+jalous, jealous 

labber Sc., lebber Sc. 
Lan-caster, Chester 
-+lassen, lessen 

laverok Sc., lerrik 
manhaden, menhaden 
miscre-ant, cred-ent, -ce 
Navesink (N. Jersey), Nev- 
nuis-ance, noc-ent 
parrakeet, perroquet 
persist-ance, -ent 
--provand, provender 
puiss-ant, pot-ent 
rabbet, reb’ate 

rab-id, rev-ery 
remn-ant, reman-ent 
resist-ance, exist-ence 
resist-ant, exist-ent 
snag (a cut), sneg Sc. 
staddle, steddle 

-++Stam, stem 

that, -+thet 

thous-and, +thus-end 
+thratte Hlw., threaten 
wax n., +wex 

Yeman, Yemen 
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IV.— On a Passage in Homer’s Odyssey (x. 81-86). 


By LEWIS R. PACKARD, 


HILLHOUSE PROFESSOR OF THE GREEK LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE IN 
YALE COLLEGE. 


ἑβδομάτῃ δ᾽ ἱκόμεσϑα Λάμου αἰπὺ πτολίεϑρον, 
τηλέπυλον Λαιστρυγονίην, ὅϑε ποιμένα ποιμὴν 
2 7 ’ / e δέ 9 2 es νι f e / 
ἡπύει εἰσελάων͵ ὁ δέ τ’ ἐξελάων ὑπακούει. 
ἔνϑα κ᾿ ἄυπνος ἀνὴρ δοιοὺς ἐξήρατο μισϑούς, 
τὸν μὲν βουκολέων, τὸν δ᾽ ἄργυφα μῆλα νομεύων " 
ἐγγὺς γὰρ νυκτός τε καὶ ἤματός εἰσι κέλευϑοι. 
Od. x. 81-86. 


THAT this passage was obscure and difficult to the early 
students of Homer appears from the number of conflicting 
‘explanations and conjectures suggested in the Scholia; and 
among modern commentators there is scarcely more agreement, 
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though the conjectures are less wild. I propose to state the 
difficulties and briefly describe the different theories of 
explanation, and to indicate in what direction the true 
explanation of part of the passage appears to me to lie. 

The first question arises as to Λάμου ---- ἰδ it the name of a 
city or of a person? It may very well be the name of a city; 
there is in Strabo (xiv. p. 671) mention of a river and a 
village, both bearing the name Lamos, in Kilikia, and the 
construction, a genitive of designation or apposition, occurs 
elsewhere in Homer as well as frequently in later Greek. 
An example is 1]. 11. 538, Δίου τ᾽ αἰπὺ πτολίεϑρον. If we take it 
as the name of the city, the two words in the next line, 
τηλέπυλον Λαιστρυγονίην, may be regarded as adjectives agreeing 
with πόλιν, which is perhaps implied in πτολίεϑρον. Others 
understand Δαιστρυγονίην as a substantive in apposition to 
πτολίεθρον, translating “to the city Lamus, to long-streeted 
Laestrygonia,” in which phrase two names for the city are 
given. These are awkward, but perhaps not impossible 
constructions. 

On the other hand, may not Aduov be the name of a person, 
a former or the then reigning king of this land? This view 
likewise was taken in ancient times, and the Scholia even 
tell us that he was a son of Poseidon. It is difficult to find 
the origin of that statement, as this seems to be the only 
passage of Greek literature before the Christian era in which 
the name occurs. Probably the guess was suggested by the 
similarity in character of these Laestrygonians to the Kyklopes, 
who are some of them described in Homer as descendants of 
Poseidon. If Λάμου is the name of a person, it would 
apparently be some former king or eponymous hero of this 
tribe, as lines 106-111 below refer to one Antiphates as king 
at the time of this visit. 

Then, if Aduov is the name of a person, the next point of 
variation in the Scholia is as to τηλέπυλον ---- 15 it an adjective, 
or a substantive, the name of the city, and so to be printed, 
as Dindorf prints it, with a capital T? They differ also 
as to the meaning of the word asa compound (whether 
substantively or adjectively used in this place) ; is it ““ having 
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gates far apart, distant from one another,” or is it ‘ having 
large gates, wide and high”? This latter view is taken by 
two modern editors, Ameis and Hayman, on the ground that 
such gates belong to a city of giants and where two flocks at 
once pass through the gates — an idea which is by no means 
clearly expressed in the passage. But they give no example 
to support this meaning, and I find no other compound of 
τῆλε having suchasense. It always has the meaning ‘ distant, 
far’ and never that of “‘large.’”’ For ‘ wide-gated ’’ we have 
εὐρυπυλής (Od. xi. 571); for “ high-gated”’ the Scholia on this 
passage use μακρόπυλος. It seems then that τηλέπυλος should 
mean ‘having gates far apart,” a description of a city either, 
as Nitzsch understands it, ‘‘ with long streets”? and gates at 
both ends, a length measured on a diameter, or, as perhaps 
is more natural, measuring the length on the circumference, 
with a long stretch of wall between its gates and so “ large in 
circuit.” The word occurs, I believe, nowhere except here 
and in Od. xxii. 818, in a reference to this same city which 
occurs in a summary of the wanderings of Ulysses, but that 
summary, though a part of the poem in the time of Aristotle, 
for he (Rhet. iii. 16) refers to it as an example of successful 
condensation, is of doubtful genuineness in the view of modern 
critics. At any rate, it gives no real help to the understanding 
of this passage. On the whole, it seems that there are no 
sufficient data for a positive opinion on the questions raised 
in regard to this first line and a half. 

We come now to the rest of the passage, which is evidently 
all one thought. The different items are parts of one fact in 
regard to this city, one distinguishing peculiarity, which the 
poet labors to make clear to us. The translation seems 
easy — somewhat as follows: “(ἃ city) where one shepherd 
coming in hails another, and he going forth answers; there a 
man who needed not sleep could have earned double wages, 
one by herding cattle, another by tending sheep, for near are 
the paths of night and day.” 

The ancient comments upon these lines hardly deserve 
mention — certainly not the labor of refutation. One refers 
the description to the neighborhood of Leontini in Sicily, 
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where, he says, the flies were so troublesome that the cattle 
could not be pastured in the daytime, whereas the sheep 
being defended by thick fleeces could be; and so the line 
referring to the different flocks is explained. Another 
supposes that the day and night pastures were different ones, 
but near to each other, so explaining the last line. Another, 
that the suburbs of the city were uncultivated, and so used 
for pasture land; and thus that a herdsman, not being 
obliged, as in other cities, to go to distant hills, might be 
able to go out twice a day with different flocks. It is plain 
that all these are mere conjectures, and some of them very 
unsuitable ones. There is a nearer approach to the probable 
truth in a suggestion attributed to Krates, the grammarian 
of Pergamos in the 2d century B.C., who thought that the 
whole account referred to some region of short nights. He 
is quoted as saying that they lived ‘“‘about the head of 


the dragon,” that is, in the region apparently under the 


constellation so named, ‘‘of which,’? Krates continues, 
‘¢ Aratus says ‘that head will move there where risings and 
settings are closely joined together.’” It will be observed 
that this statement of Aratus has no reference to the passage 
in Homer. It is only the authority of Krates therefore, and 
not that of Aratus besides, that we have for this interpretation. 
He understood the phrase of Aratus as applying to the 
Laestrygonian country. Krates goes on to explain that 
since the outgoings of day and night were so near each 
other, the night must be very short and so a man who could 
dispense with sleep could earn double the pay of him who 
must spend a part of every day (of twenty-four hours) in 
sleeping. 

We now turn to the opinions of modern commentators, for 
the fullest account of which I depend upon a young German 
scholar, now dead, J. F. Lauer, the first volume of whose 
literary remains (Berlin, 1851) is occupied with Homer. It 
is not however worth while to enter into all the conflicting 
and in many cases obsolete explanations which he discusses. 
I refer to his essay only as containing the best resumé that 1 
have found of the various opinions; but I shall confine 
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myself here to the views of recent scholars, mentioning 
enough to show the differences among men who all have the 
same general principles of criticism. Volcker Gin his Homeric 
Geography. Hannover, 1830) perhaps hardly comes under 
this category, but his idea may begin the list. He supposes 
that the Laestrygonian city lay near sunset, or the entrance 
to Hades, and on a high mountain (aizt); that the Greeks 
had noticed that sunrise came earlier and sunset later upon, 
such mountain tops, as for instance upon Athos; and so that 
this city had a longer day than any other place and of course 
a shorter night. This idea that the city was on a high 
mountain is plainly inconsistent with the subsequent story in 
the Odyssey. and as to the rest of the theory the prolongation 
of day on a mountain top is hardly sufficient to suggest this 
exaggeration of it. Another idea is that of Klausen (die 
Abenteuer des Odysseus aus Hesiod erklart. Bonn, 1834), 
that the day and night are spoken of as beings, not periods 
of time, that the western home of day was close by the 
Laestrygonian land, and that where the day was, it must be 
always light. This seems to be a step in the right direction, 
but does not cover the whole ground. 

Nitzsch (Commentary on Odyssey i.—xiil. Hannover, 1890-- 
40) seems to have been the first to discuss the meaning of 
the passage in a simple and thorough way, introducing 
hardly any conjectures and explaining the whole as a whole. 
He assumes simply these two points, that the herds are 
driven forth in the morning and home at evening, and that 
the cattle are driven out earliest in the morning, the sheep 
come home latest at night. Where he gets this last idea I 
do not know; it may be so in fact in Germany or elsewhere, 
but I do not think there is any tface of it in Homer, nor does 
Nitzsch himself support. it by any passage or speak of it as 
anything but an assumption. The passage then means in 
his view that the interval is so short as practically to disappear ; 
the sheep-herd coming in at the end of his day meets and 
hails the cow-herd going out at the beginning of his, so near 
to one another are the goings forth of day and night. Thus 
a man who could dispense with sleep might go right out 


36 Ik. Packard, 


again with the other herd and so earn double pay. In 
support of this view he thinks it necessary to argue at some 
length that the word κέλευϑος means in Homer not way, road, 
but the act of going, or, as he translates it, Lauf, Fahrt, 
Fortgang. His translation of the last line he defends by 
the authority of Hustathius (who however is not earlier than 
the twelfth century of our era), quoting from him as follows: 
ὡς ταχὺ μετὰ νύκτα τῆς ἡμέρας διαφαινούσης ---- ὃ παραφράζων ἤΑρατος 
ἔφη τό" μίσγονται δύσιες καὶ ἀνατολαί. But, as we have already 
said, there is no indication in the poem of Aratus that this 
Homeric passage was in his mind. The connection is due to 
Krates only. The order of the words in the fifth line, Nitzsch 
adds, is to be explained by the fact that he would naturally 
mention first the herd that went out first in a given day. 

With this explanation Faesi, the most judicious recent 
editor, in the main agrees, adding only the unimportant and 
apparently groundless conjecture, that the cow-herd would go 
out by the eastern gate, as the sheep-herd came in by the 
western. 

The only other view that seems to deserve mention is that 
of Lauer in the book already referred to. He explains the 
third line as meaning that the sheep-herd coming in greets 
the cow-herd going out, and that this act of meeting occurs 
at evening. The reason for these opinions he finds in ἄυπνος 
ἀνήρ (for the time) and (for the order of meeting) the 
correlation of clauses in the third and fifth lines (a sort of 
chiasmus) — which are plainly inadequate proofs. The last 
line he translates as others have: ‘near to one another are 
the goings forth of day and night.” Now he denies that the 
whole passage has any reference to the short nights of high 
latitudes; for his whole treatment of the subject is designed 
to combat the idea of any knowledge in the genuine Homer 
of the north of Europe. He supposes the poet to imagine 
this people as living very far from Greece, near the place to 
which the sun makes his daily journeys—so near that the 
day lasts much longer for them than for other people — but 
to imagine also, half unconsciously, that the sunrise occurs 
to them at the same time that it does to all the rest of the 
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world, so that, the day being prolonged indefinitely towards 
its close, but not cut off equally at its opening, sunrise follows 
almost immediately upon sunset. They have indeed a night 
(vté, line 86), but the word means only the interval, however 
short it may be, between sunset and sunrise. As to the 
question how the sun gets back in time to rise in the east, 
Lauer says, as others have often said, that in such popular 
fictions we ought not to demand logical consistency or the 
carrying out of an idea through its results (weder Consequenz 
noch Durehftihrung). The imagination does not act logically ; 
it views one thing at a time, and catches an idea without 
troubling itself as to contradictions between different partial 
representations. There is nothing in Homer as to the journey 
back of the sun from west to east; the myth of the voyage 
on the Ocean-stream in a golden boat is of later date. 

Now I wish to present a view of the passage which differs 
in one or two points from any of these mentioned, and 
which seems to me to involve less of assumption and to agree 
better in one respect with the use of language elsewhere than 
any of them. Isay nothing about the first line and a half, 
because, as already suggested, there seem to be no sufficient 
data for a positive opinion as to the precise meaning. 

Let us assume, as naturally taken for granted in the mind 
of both poet and hearers, only this one thing — that herdsmen 
and flocks usually spend the night, that is, generally speaking, 
half of each twenty-four hours, in the fold, and the day only 
in the pasture. This is the representation in Homer in other 
cases. In that of the Cyclops for instance, in the ninth 
book, it appears as his habit to spend the night with his 
flocks about him in his cave, and to drive them out to pasture 
every morning (Od. ix. 216f., 233 f., 307-15, 336-9, 405, 
437ff.). So too in that of Kumacus, the swine-herd of Ulysses 
(Od. xiv. 13-22, xvi. 3). An apparent exception, in the 
famous simile at the end of Il. viii. (555-61), where the 
shepherd is spoken of as rejoicing in heart at the sight of the 
stars, ceases to be an exception when we remember that the 
shepherd’s hut about which the flock would be folded might 
often be in the open country, perhaps on a hillside, where a 


wide view of the stars would be had in the evening. 
5 
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Now to apply the assumption based on these passages to 
the case in hand. Neither man nor animal spends all the 


time in the field, because of the need of sleep on the part οἵ 


the man, and of protection from wild beasts or from wandering 
astray on the part of the animal. In a country not fully 
cleared of wild beasts nor fenced off into pasture fields, as 
Greece was not in the Homeric period, such is the necessary 
custom. So in the mind of the poet the idea of bringing in 
the flocks to the hut or to the town is naturally, we may say 
unconsciously, applied to Laestrygonia as it would be in any 
other case, from the usage with which he was familiar. Still 
if a man could dispense with all sleep he could there be out 
all the time, on account of the extreme shortness of the 
interval between sunset and sunrise. Yet it would not 
necessarily follow in the poet’s mind, that a flock or herd 


could do the same thing, and so the double pay would have to 


be earned by bringing in, say the cattle for their milking and 
indoor time, and immediately taking out a flock of sheep for 
the rest of the long day. This explains the mention in the 
fifth line of the two kinds of animals to be tended by such a 
sleepless man. Thus too we understand the meeting at the 
gates mentioned in the second and third lines, of the outgoing 
and incoming droves. Nothing indicates whether cattle were 
going out and sheep coming in or vice versa, because each of 
these suppositions would be true at different times in the day 
and the description here takes the most general form. 
Nothing is said of its occurring at morning or at evening, for 
it might not be exactly at either. At certain intervals in the 
day of nearly twenty-four hours of light, without definite 
fixing of the intervals, without anything more scientific or 
positive than a play of the imagination, such a meeting, in 
whatever order, would happen. 

The explanation of this strange phenomenon is in the last 
line, and the one point in it which gives room for uncertainty 
seems to be the first word, ἐγγύς. This word is generally 
understood, as we have seen, according to the idea of Krates 
(2d cent. B.C.) and Eustathius (12th cent. A. C.), as meaning 
“near to one another.” Now éyyv¢is used some forty-five 
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times in the Iliad and Odyssey, and generally with reference 
to a subject in the singular (e.g. Il. iv. 496), often with also 
a dependent genitive expressing that to which the subject is 
near (e.g. 1]. vii. 225, στῆ pa μάλ᾽ Ἕκτορος ἐγγύς). In eleven 
cases of these forty-five (not counting the one under discussion ) 
it refers to a dual or plural subject and has no dependent 
genitive (Il. ii. 344, x. 1138 τῶν yap νῆες ἔασιν ἑκαστάτω, οὐδὲ μάλ᾽ 
éyyvc, 221, xi. 340, xvill. 586, xxi. 285, xxiil. 378, xxiv. 365, 
Od. ix. 166, x. 30, xxiv. 494) ; that is, it appears in the same 
situation as in x. 86. These cases then are the only ones 
which can illustrate the use of the word there, and in all of the 
eleven except one CI. iii. 844 καί ῥ᾽ ἐγγὺς στήτην διαμετρητῷ ἐνὶ 
χώρῳ) it must mean “ near to something’? mentioned in the 
context, not “near to one another.’’ It thus appears that 
the usual sense of the word ἐγγύς, without ἀλλήλων, is that of 
simple, not reciprocal, nearness to something expressed in 
an adjoining clause and so easily supplied. So the less 
frequent collateral form éyy#% is never used in Homer of a 
plural subject and without a dependent genitive, and never in 
a reciprocal sense. ‘The true word for reciprocal nearness is 
πλησίος in the dual or plural, and sometimes in the singular as 
an adverb, with or without ἀλλήλων. It occurs some twenty- 
seven times, of which eight are in the plural or dual with the 
reciprocal and two with the single sense, four in the singular 
with reciprocal and thirteen with single sense; but of these 
thirteen, nine are repetitions of the line, 
ὧδε δέ τις εἴπεσκεν ἰδὼν ἐς πλησίον ἄλλον, 

so that throwing out this line, we have twelve cases in all 
numbers of the reciprocal and six of the single sense. Now 
with this preference of πλησίος in the sense of reciprocal 
nearness and ἐγγύς in the sense of simple or single nearness, 
it seems that we ought to prefer for ἐγγύς in this passage the 
usual sense, in which some of the Scholia take it; and then 
what is the implied object to which the subject is near? 
Plainly we should translate ‘‘near to the home of the 
Laestrygonians are the paths of day and of night.””. When 
we follow the narrative on, we find that this idea accords 
entirely with the subsequent representations. The next 
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place to which they come, without any mention of time taken 
for the passage, is the Aeaean island, home of Kirke, a 
daughter of Helios. It appears that this island was not more 
than a day’s sail from Laestrygonia in the poet’s imagined 
geography, for in line 116 there is mention of a δεῖπνον, the 
morning meal, their flight is immediate, and no mark of time 
intervenes before their arrival at the island. Now at this 
island, as we learn from xi. 3f., are ‘‘the home and dance 
rings of Kos, the dawn, and the risings of Helios.” Less 
than a day’s sail from there but on the farther side of 
Oceanos is the land of the Kimmerii (xi. 11-19) where 
perpetual night prevails, for the daily journeys of Helios are 
bounded by the Ocean stream. When the wanderers after 
returning from there leave Kirke’s island they come speedily 
(xii. 166) to the island of the Seirens, and on the way the 
sun is so hot as to melt wax (xii. 175f.), then immediately 
(xii. 201) to the abode of Skylla, then again immediately 
(xi. 261) to the island of Thrinakie, where are kept the 
cattle and sheep of Helios, guarded by his two daughters, 
Phaéthousa and Lampetie. All these wonders come in one 
day’s voyage (xii. 284-93) from the island of Kirke. This 
whole account bears upon the line we are discussing. It 
represents this part of the journey, separated by six days’ 
sail on the one side from the island of Aeolus and by nine 
days’ sail on the other from the island of Kalypso, as spent 
in a region of marvels which is so because of its nearness to 
one of the abodes of Helios, or because, in other words, it is 
on the confines of the known world, at one end of the day. 
It is impossible to make out a consistent system from the 
fictions of the story-teller’s imagination. He seems to have 
a dim idea that if one should travel west far enough he would 
come to a world of wonders, to the place of sunset itself, and 
that somehow he would find there sunset and sunrise not as 
far apart as they are in the ordinary experience of men. 
Certainly it would seem natural that to one travelling so far 
west the day would be indefinitely lengthened at the latter 
end, and the logical consequence, that it would be shortened 
at the beginning, might easily not have been thought of. 
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Yet, in spite of Lauer’s arguments, we can hardly think it 
impossible that the idea of such short nights was suggested 
by the stories of wandering Phenician or Greek navigators. 
Some may have gone far enough north in the Euxine or 
outside Gibraltar to have observed the shortening of the 
nights, and these stories may easily have been exaggerated 
by the popular imagination into such a form as this —just 
the form into which such exaggeration would naturally fall 
without knowledge of the facts which we know of the polar 
regions. They did not think of the night or day as lasting 
continuously for months, but only of the indefinite extension 
of what they had observed, the lengthening of the day to the 
extreme limit of the twenty-four hours. 

The points in which this explanation differs from most 
other recent ones are two: Ist. The accounting for the 
mention of both sheep and cattle in the fifth line by the 
general habit of having each kind of animal at home half the 
time; 2d. The translation of ἐγγύς in the sixth line “ near 
(to Laestrygonia) ”’ instead of ‘near to one another.” 


V.— On Numerals in American Indian Languages, and the 
Indian Mode of Counting. 


By J. HAMMOND TRUMBULL, 


OF HARTFORD, CONN. 


Tat “all numerals are derived from the fingers’! is 
as generally true for languages of the new world as for 
those of the old. The North American Indians have, 
with comparatively few exceptions, adopted decimal systems, 
reckoning the fingers of both hands. Some South American 
tribes have not advanced beyond a quinary; and a few are 
said to be poorer even than this. The Brazilian Tupis had, 
at one time, no names for numbers higher than 8.2 and the 


1“ Alle Zahlwo6rter gehn aus von den Fingern der Hinde.’ — Grimm’s Gesch. 
der deutschen Sprache, i. 167. 

* The fact that the Tupis Jost their names for 4 and 5, after the coming of 
Europeans, is worth noting. J. de Lery, who was in Brazil in 1557, writes that 
the “'Tououpenambaults .... . usque ad numerum quinque verbis notare, hoe 


4 
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Abipones of Paraguay, as Dobrizhoffer states,’ could not count 
beyond 4, giving to that number the name of ‘the ostrich’s 
toes,’ geyenknute. Some nations, particularly those of Mexico 
and Central America, and the Eskimos, have reckoned by 
twenties instead of tens or fives, counting toes with fingers 
for the base of their numeral system. The Tule Indians of 
Darien reckon in this way: 20 is ‘a man,’ 1. 6. all his fingers 
and toes, 100 is‘5 men,’ and so on.‘ Gallatin has given a 
eood account of these vigesimal systems in his ‘‘ Notes on the 
semi-civilized Nations of Mexico,” οἷο. the substance of 
which was incorporated by Pott in his Zdéhlmethode (Halle, 
1847). Mr. Gallatin had previously observed, in a note to 
his Comparative Vocabulary of fifty-three North American 
nations, “that all these had resorted to a decimal numeration.” 
More recently, Buschmann has shown® that the system of the 
Athapascan family is clearly decimal, exhibiting traces of the 
vigesimal in two languages only —the Umpqua of Oregon 
and the Kinai; while of the languages of his Sonora group 
(including the Comanche, Paiute, Pima, and Shoshoni), seven 
have the decimal and five the vigesimal system, one (the 
Tarahumara) possessing both.” In some dialects, indications 
of a former vigesimal system, abandoned for or in progress of 
change to a decimal, may be observed. 

The derivation of numerals from the fingers admitted, an 
answer to the question, In what order are the fingers counted ? 
becomes a necessary preliminary to the investigation of any 
table of numerals. Which finger marks ‘one’? Is it the 


modo: augepé 1, mocouein 2, mossaput 3, ovoicoudic 4, ecoinbo 5.”” — Hist. Navig. in 
Brasiliam, 1586, p. 272. (In the 5, we recognize po ‘hand.’) Jos. de Anchieta, 
in his Tupi Grammar, 1595, says: ‘‘Os numeraes nao chegao mais que até 
numero de quatro: ut ovepé 1, mocéi” 2, mogapir 3, oyoirundic 4.” LEckart, a Jesuit 
missionary in Brazil, 1753-57, gives the same names for 1, 2, and 3, adding: 
“Non plus ultra Brasili hodie numerant,” though he had seen names for 4 and 5 
(monherondyc, ambé) in ‘an ancient grammar by Father Anchieta’; ‘sed uterque 
hic numerus modo jam exolevit.”’— Specimen Ling. Brasilice, 1778. 

8 Dobrizhoffer’s account of the Abipones, ii. 168. 

4 See Lull’s Darien Vocabulary, in the Am. Philol. Association’s Transactions 
for 1873, p. 103. 

5 Transactions of the American Ethnological Society, vol. i. (1845). 

6 Worttafel des Athapask. Sprachstamms, 85 114, 115, 157. 

7 Grammatik der Sonorischen Sprachen, Abth. 3, p. 141. 
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little finger — or, as in the designation of numbers by educated 
deaf-mutes, the thumb? And; in passing from 5 to 6, 1. 6. 
from one hand to the other, is the sequence from finger to 
finger — thumb to thumb, like the Zulu *— or thumb to little 
finger, like the Veis? 

Nearly all the information given by Gallatin and Pott on 
these points relates to the Eskimo numerals. [ἢ the language 
of “‘ the Eskimos of Hudson’s Bay, the names of the numerals 
8, 9, 10, mean respectively, the middle, the fourth, and the 
little finger.”’® Pott, transferring this from Gallatin, infers 
(Zahlmethode, 301) that the thumb of the second hand 
designates 6, i.e. 1 -Εὖ of the first hand. The account given 
by Cranz,'° of the Eskimo mode of counting, is quoted by 
Pott as the starting point of his work: ‘ Their numerals fall 
very short. However, they can with difficulty make a shift 
to mount as high as 20, by counting the fingers of both hands 
and the toes of both feet. But their proper numeration is 
five: attausek, 1—arlek, 2— pingajuak, 3 — sissamat, 4— 
tellimat, 5. If they must go further, they begin with the 
other hand, counting upon their fingers. The sixth [i.e. the 
thumb] they call arbennek, but the rest, till 10, have no other 
names but, again, ‘two,’ ‘three, ‘four,’ ‘five.’ They call 
‘eleven’ arkangat, and ‘sixteen’ arbarsanget, and these 
-teens they count upon their toes. Thus they muster up 20. 
Sometimes they say instead of it,‘a man,’ that is, as many 
fingers and toes as a man has;”’ etc. 

That the fingers of the two hands were counted by other 
North American nations in the same order as by the Eskimos, 
several writers inform us: 


8 The Zulu, counting on his fingers, begins in general with the little finger of 
his left hand. When he comes to 5, this he may call edesanta ‘finish hand’; then 
he goes on to the thumb of the right hand, and so the word tatisitupa ‘ taking the 
thumb’ becomes a numeral for 6.”—Tylor’s Primitive Culture, i. 228. ‘The 
Vei people and many other African tribes first count the fingers of their left hand, 
beginning, be it remembered, from the little one, then in the same manner those 
of the right hand.” — Id. 227. 

9 Gallatin’s ‘‘ Notes on the Semi-Civilized Nations of Mexico,” ete. (ut supra), 
p. 49. 

10 History of Greenland (English translation, 1. 395), The Greenland numeral 
system is more clearly and accurately exhibited by O. Fabricius, Grénlandsk 
izrammatik, 58-63. 
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‘¢The Dakotas, in counting, use their fingers, bending them 
down as they pass on, until they reach ten. Then they turn 
down a little finger, to remind them that one ten is laid away, 
and commence again. When the second ten is counted, 
another finger goes down, and so on.”! ‘+The Aubséroke or 
Crows [who are of the Dakota stock] like all the Indians 
with whom I am acquainted,’ says Dr. F. V. Hayden, “ use 
their fingers in counting, bending them down temporarily 
against the inside of the hand as they proceed,” etc.” 

Mr. Say, describing the Indian sign-language, says: “ To 
indicate the digits, they clench the hands and extend the 
little finger of the left hand for one, the ring finger for two,” 
and so on to “the thumb for five,... the thumb of the right 
hand for six,” ete. ‘“* When enumerating a small number, 
where a considerable exertion of the memory is requisite, the 
Indians extend the left hand with the palm upward, whilst, 
with the index of the right, the fingers are successively bent 
in to the palm, beginning as before with the little finger, and 
the greater difficulty in recalling to mind the numbers or 
events, the more apparent resistance 15 offered to the inflexion 
of the finger.”’?> Prince Maximilian von Wied‘ gives a similar 
description, observing that ‘‘wenn man an den: Fingern 
abzahlt, so fangt man an der linken Hand an.” Mr. Swan, 
in his account of the Makahs of Cape Flattery (Straits of 
Fuca), says of their mode of counting: ‘ They commence 
with the little finger of the left hand, closing each finger as 
it is counted; then pass from the left thumb, which counts 
five, to the right thumb, which counts six, and so on to the 
little finger of the right hand, which counts ten.’’ 

Whether an Indian marks ‘one’ by a thumb or a finger 
does not seem at first sight a question of much interest to 
students of language. It is, however, one of the thousand 
questions which every philologist must be prepared to answer 


1Riggs, Dakota Grammar, p. 36. 

2 Contributions to the Ethnography and Philology of the Indian Tribes of the 
Missouri Valley, p. 396. 

3 Long’s Expedition to the Rocky Mountains (Philadelphia, 1823), 1. 388. 

1 Reise in das Innere von Nord-America, Bd. 11. 650. 

5 Indians of Cape Flattery (Smithsonian Contributions, vol. xvi.), p. 100, note. 
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before he is fully competent to discuss the subject of Mr. 
Robert Ellis’s lately published volume “On Numerals as 
Signs of Primeval Unity among Mankind” (London, 1873). 
Mr. Ellis thinks that he has detected “ἃ great number of 
coincidences, affecting not only numerals, but also the names 
of the members of the body from which those numerals are 
derived, in languages far removed from each other in position,” 
and he presents these coincidences as ‘ the result of primeval 
affinity — indications of unity of origin in human speech and, 
probably, in the human race” (p. 4). He assumes that 
‘the names of numerals commonly carry in themselves the 
proofs of their own great antiquity’ (p. 2). For the Indo- 
Kuropean and Semitic languages this assumption is perhaps 
well grounded; for the American, it is untrustworthy and 
unsustained by evidence, except ---- for reasons to be mentioned 
presently —as regards names for the first three numerals 
in languages of the same linguistic group. Admitting the 
original unity of American speech, it is yet certain that its 
division into widely separated families must have preceded 
the origin not of numerals only, but of the verbal or nominal 
roots from which names of numerals in the several families 
were derived. Even in the same linguistic group these 
names, as compared with other portions of the vocabulary, 
carry no indications of high antiquity, but rather the contrary ; 
and in dialects of the same language names for the same 
number are often radically unlike. Compare, for example, 
the Algonkin ‘ fives’: Massachusetts napanna tahshe, Micmac 
nan, Chippeway πάμπαν. Abnaki barenesku, Delaware palenach, 
Illinois miaranuc, Blackfoot nészto. Such dissimilarity is more 
apparent and more general in numerals above ‘five,’ which are 
with few exceptions composite. The Arikaras or ‘ Riccarees’ 
of the upper Missouri speak nearly the same language as the 
Pawnees and, probably at no very remote period, belonged 
to the same nation. Their numerals correspond with the 
Pawnee numerals, to ‘ five,’ inclusive; but here the likeness 
ends, not merely the names but the primary conceptions of the 
higher numbers differing in the two dialects. One Yuma 
diulect of the Colorado, the Mojave, repeats 1, 2, 8, in the 
6 
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names for 6, 7, and 8, and marks 9 as ‘next to ten’; another, 
the Cuchan, near akin, regards 6 and 9, respectively, as a 
pair and a triplet of ‘threes,’ and 8 as a doubled 4. All these 
In some sense “gehn aus von den Fingern,” but the same 
finger of the same hand or the hand itself may be —and in 
fact very often is— differently named, or the number it marks 
is differently expressed, by tribes speaking dialects of the same 
language ; nor may we expect always to find names either of 
‘hand’ or ‘ finger’ in the numeral. 

In the investigation of the origin of American numerals 
and in inferences as to their antiquity, two facts must be 
borne in mind: 

1. The primitive mode of indicating numbers by the fingers 
is still in use. The name is not completely independent of 
the sign, and, consequently, the constancy of the name in 
passing from one dialect to another is less assured. When 
an Indian marks ‘ five’ by showing or bending down all the 
fingers of his left hand, the vocal utterance — whether ndnan 
or barenesku—is of secondary importance. In the Indo- 
Huropean languages the vocal was long ago substituted for 
the digital expression. “It was no easy task for the 
linguistic faculty to arrive at a suitable sign,” as the 
exclusive designation of a number, “and when, the sign 
was once found, it maintained itself thenceforth in use 
every where, without danger of replacement by any other, 
of later coinage.’® But this is necessarily true only of 
languages in which the earlier sign — by show of fingers — 
is obsolete. | 

2. The origin of names for ‘one,’ ‘two,’ and probably 
‘three,’ in all languages, preceded formal numeration. 
Pairs, couples, doubles, were known before ‘two’ was 
counted on or marked by the fingers. The conception of 
duality dates from the first conscious separation of the ‘not-I’ 
from the ‘I’: and, with the first perception of differences 
in the ‘not-I’—as ‘this’ and ‘that,’ ‘here’ and ‘ yonder,’ 
‘thou’ and ‘he,’ ‘before’ and ‘after,’ came the notion and 
name of ‘ three,’ as something ‘ beyond,’ ‘ besides,’ or ‘above’ 


6 Whitney, Language and the Study of Language, 195. 
MA guag Yi 
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(tar, tri, trans, tres, trés) the primary distinction; and 
thereupon, the exclusive and inclusive dual, ‘ thou-he’ (and 
not ‘I’), ‘I-thou’ (and not ‘he’); after this, the conception 
of plurality, and numeration. Some nations, as we have 
seen, never advanced beyond the ‘three.’ Others (to be 
mentioned hereafter) only found their way to ‘ten’ by help 
of ‘pairs’ and ‘triplets.’ Hence, as Mr. Gallatin observed 
of American languages generally, ‘there is much confusion 
and but littie regularity in the formation of the names 
expressing the higher numbers,” even in nearly related 
dialects. 

Mr. Ellis’s first group of coincidences, and the one he 
regards as most important of all, includes North American 
words ‘‘of which different names for ‘finger’ supply the 
elements.”’? These words, he thinks, “sufficiently illustrate 
the manner in which names for ‘finger’ and ‘hand’ are 
employed to form numerals; and by showing, moreover, that 
hand may = fingers = finger-finger (which last would be the 
rude plural of finger), they explain how ‘hand’ and ‘ two’ 
may be the same word, as in the Omaha nomba which has 
both these meanings”’ (p. 6). He goes on to detect in the 
Basque language terms for ‘finger,’ ‘one, i.e. finger,’ and 
‘five hand = fingers= finger-finger,’ that correspond nearly 
with terms derived from North American languages, and 
finds coincidences with one or another of these in European and 
Asiatic names for ‘thumb,’ ‘finger,’ ‘ palm,’ ‘five,’ ‘six,’ ‘arm,’ 
‘ten,’ etc. (pp. 18,14). He suggests the probability that “the 
Aryan languages virtually contain the forms svas and saz for 
‘five,’ as the Basque contains zaz and as the North American 
languages contain forms like azbaz, such as Natchez ispeshe 
‘hand.’”? And he argues (p. 18) that “if the resemblances 
between all these 5 fives, as they may be called by way of 
definition, were sufficient to imply affinity wherever they 
were detected, such affinity could be no other than a primeval 
one,’ —an inference the justice of which no one is likely to 
question. Even those much-vexed Etruscan dice of Toscanella 
are made to testify to primeval unity; for why may not mach 
[conjectured by Mr. Isaac Taylor to stand for] ‘one,’ be 
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connected with “California (Sekumne) ma ‘hand’” and 
‘Comanche mowa ‘hand,’ ‘arm,’” as well as with Siamese 
mee ‘hand,’ Armenian mt and Greek pia ‘ one,’ and African 
(Melon) moe ‘finger’ ? 

Rigidly examined, these and a host of other coincidences 
which Mr. Ellis with much ingenuity presents, would prove 
to be less remarkable than they seem to him. It is not my 
purpose, however, to discuss them in detail, or to seek for 
them, collectively, any other explanation than the one which 
I am assured in advance “is not satisfactory ’’ — namely, 
that so far as they are not imaginary, they “are merely 
accidental.” I propose instead to make some observations 
on the composition and primary meaning of Indian names 
for numbers, and first, to point out such relation as I can 
find between some of these and names for the hand and 
the fingers. The examples will be taken chiefly — but not 
exclusively —from two great families of North American 
speech, the Algonkin and the Dakota, because, in these, 
published grammars and dictionaries facilitate etymological 
research and afford means of noting differences, phonetic 
and radical, between names in one and other dialects of the 
same stock. 


I. In some languages we find only one name for ‘hand’ 
and ‘fingers’ collectively; and generally, for designating 
the fingers individually, names are formed from the word for 
‘hand,’ with a descriptive prefix, 6. g. the third finger is 
‘middle of the hand.’ 

Pott (Zahlmethode, 234 ff.) has given illustrations from 
American languages of the recognition of a likeness between 
men and trees, and of figures of speech drawn from it. The 
arms are ‘limbs’ or‘ branches’ of the human ‘trunk’; the 
hands and fingers are ‘branches’ of the arms; the fingers 
‘sprouts’ or ‘leaves’; the thumb a ‘spur’ or ‘ off-shoot.’ 
Sometimes the fingers, collectively, are a ‘row of branches,’ 
or a ‘fence.’ Compare 


Dakota nape ‘hand’; napsukdza (‘small piece of hand’) ‘finger.’ 
lowa niwe ‘hand’; nawépa (‘hand point’) ‘ finger.’ 
Chippeway -nindj ‘hand’; biné ‘in a row’; -ikwan ‘branch’ ; binakwanindj 


‘finger,’ ‘(one of) a row of branches of the hand.’ 
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Massachusetts -nutch “hand ;’ pochi ‘divided’ ; pochatuk ‘a branch, or division’ ; 
pochanutch ‘a finger.’? 
Cree (Western) -tchitchiy ‘hand’; yiyiki ‘forked,’ ‘branching’; yiyikitchitchain 
“finger.’® 

In some of the Algonkin languages, the name for ‘ hand’ 
‘seems to be formed from a verbal root meaning ‘ to seize,’ 
‘to lay hold of’: ANUN ‘he lays hold of, catches,’ anutch ‘ the 
layer hold of, the seizer’; -nuteh (with pronominal prefix) 
‘hand.’ In the western Cree, -tchitchiy (in composition, 
otchi) ‘hand’ is from the same root as the Mass. -tchan 
‘nose’ (Chip. odjanj), which is found again in the final 
tchén of Cree ‘finger,’ meaning ‘ projecting,’ ‘point,’ ‘ vertex.’ 
The names for ‘nose,’ ‘head,’ ‘fore-arm, ‘land,’ in the 
Dakota are apparently related one to another, their common 
root denoting ‘ pointed,’ ‘a projection, vertex, or extremity.’ 
Compare with Dakota pe ‘ pointed, sharp,’ pe ‘top of the 
head,’ pa ‘head,’ paha ‘hill, pa-sé ‘beak or bill, ‘ snout 
of an animal,’ apd ‘a part,’ apé ‘a leaf, ‘a fin,’ etépa ‘the 
right hand,’ ishpdé ‘the fore-arm’; and lowa ndwe ‘hand,’ 
ndéwe ‘leaf,’ nawépa ‘finger,’ pa ‘nose,’ pa-thikh ‘ beak.’ 


7Compare Hawaiian lima ‘arm’ and ‘hand’; manamdna ‘branching,’ ‘a 
branch’ (redupl. of mana ‘to be divided,’ ‘to branch’); manamana lima ‘fingers.’ 

8 My principal authorities for ALGONKIN languages are: JJassachusetts, Eliot’s 
Indian Grammar and version of the Bible; Chippeway, Baraga’s Otchipwé 
Dictionary and Grammar; Cree, Lacombe’s Grammaire et Dictionnaire de la 
Langue des Cris, and (Hudson’s Bay dialect) Howse’s Cree Grammar; 
Delaware, Zeisberger’s Grammar, and Vocabulary; Albnaki, Rasles’s Dictionary, 
by Pickering; Micmac, Maillard’s Grammar; Dr. Hayden’s Vocabularies of 
the Blackfoot, Shyenne, Arapoho, and Atsina. For the Daxora, my chief 
reliance is, necessarily, the invaluable Dictionary compiled by the Rev. 5. R. 
Riggs and his associates in the Dakota mission of the American Board; 
and for other dialects, Dr. W. Matthews’s Hidatsa (Minitari) Dictionary, Dr. 
Hayden’s Assiniboin, Aubsaroke (Crow), Mandan, Omaha, Iowa, and Winnebago 
Vocabularies, the Rev. Wm. Hamilton’s Jowa Grammar; for the Ponka numerals, 
a primer, “Ponka ABC Wa-ba-ru”’ (prepared by the Rev. J. Owen Dorsey, of 
the Episcopal mission); and for the Osage, Prince Maximilian von Wied-Neuwied’s 
Vocabulary, compared with Gallatin’s (in his Comparative Vocabulary). 

The vowels are to be sounded as in German, except % which is the short 
English « in but, or the neutral vowel, variously represented in vocabularies as 
ad, &, τ, and v. For the.n which marks a nasalized vowel, I have substituted a 
‘superior’ (”), and for the gutturals—variously represented by ch, ἢ, h, y, 
etc. —I have used cu or kh. The italic ch has the English sound (as in church), 
and th, sh, and 2h (used interchangeably with 7) are as in English. 
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Il. Counting the fingers from left to right, the numerals 
are distributed thus: Little finger, 1 and 10; Fourth finger, 
2 and 9; Middle finger, 3,8; Fore finger, 4,7; Thumb, 5, 6. 

1, 10, The fifth or little finger is variously designated in 
American languages, as ‘the last of the hand,’ ‘the least,’ 
‘the youngest son,’ ‘the little daughter of the hand,’ etc. 
From one or another of these names, that of the numeral 
‘one’ has, in many languages, been taken; but in others 
we find another expression for wnity, ‘one by itself, which is 
probably of earlier origin than finger-counting. A distinction 
corresponding to that which is marked by the Indo-European 
cardinal and ordinal, between one single and one coming 
before others, ‘ fore-est,’ first of a numeral series, seems to be 
universal in language. 

In the Algonkin, these two names are represented by 


Massachusetts pdsuk and n’qut, nequt. 
Chippeway  payzhik (béjiq) ningoto. 
Cree péiak, paiak, nikut ‘some one,’ nikuton ‘formerly.’ 


A note in. Cotton’s vocabulary of the Massachusetts 
language distinguishes these names thus: ‘ Nequt, a thing 
that is past. Pasuk, a thing in being.” This note has 
puzzled more than one writer on the Algonkin languages.® 
Cotton himself had only half caught the true distinction 
between pdsuk ‘one only,’ literally, ‘a small thing,’ and 
n’qut ‘ first’ or ‘ fore-est,’ ‘beginning.’ The latter was used 
when speaking of a one which had been (or necessarily must 
be) followed by another, and in this way came its appropriation 
to ““ἃ thing that is past,” i.e. a former thing. Hence, Mass. 
nukkone ‘ old,’ i. e. passed by, and the ordinal ne-gonne ‘ first,’ 
and ne-kutche ‘the beginning,’ ‘it begins.’ The prefixed n’ 
in eastern Algonkin numerals is merely demonstrative. 

Pdsuk is a contraction of piasuk Cpeasik, Kliot) ‘ very 
small,’ the diminutive of pzak ‘ small, little.!? Comp. Chip. 
pang ‘a little, pangishe ‘ very little.” The root, pz, is seen 


9See Mr. Pickering’s note, in his re-print of Eliot’s Indian Grammar (2 Mass. 
Hist. Soc. Coll., ix.) p. xlv.; Duponceau’s Mémoire, 389, 390. 

10 Abn. b7, plu. bi-ak, Mass. piak, a ‘grain,’ ‘bit,’ or ‘bead’ of shell money; 
whence the name adopted by the English for unstrung ‘peag’ = Abn. wa”ban-biak 
‘white beads,’ Eng. ‘wampompeag.’ 
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in Cree peiak ‘one’ and api-s ‘small,’ dimin. apisis ‘ very 
small.’ The little finger being counted as ‘one,’ pdésuk, 
bézhik, ‘the very small’ has, as a result of association, been 
substituted in several dialects for n’qut, nikoto, as the name 
for ‘one,’ but the latter reappears in the composition of the 
higher numerals: 6. g. Cree peiak 1, nikot-wassik 6, 1. e. ‘ one 
over’; Abnaki pezuwku 1, nekud-a"s 6, nekuda’nkdo 11. 

The following are some of the names of the little finger, in 
North American languages :— 


AG. Cree iskwe-tchitchanis ‘last little finger.’ 
Chippeway ishkwe’ nind) ‘last of the hand.’ 
Abnaki askwanmi-retsi ‘youngest (last born) of the hand.’ 


Massachu. muttdsonitch ‘youngest son (muttdsons) of the hand.’ 
Dak. (Sioux)  shashté % Comp. chi’ stin ‘little’; chatan’ name of a fourth son. 
Minnitari (Hidatsa) shdki-kazhi diminutive of shdki ‘hand.’ 


Mandan ungkni-ingka ‘little finger.” Comp. lowa?-yangke ‘one.’ 
Musxox1 (Creek) enke-echhuswuche ‘hand’s little daughter.” 

Choctaw ibbak-itishi-uhli ‘hand’s little son.’ 
PAWNEE skéts-pit ‘finger little.’ 


Gallatin’s vocabulary ¢from Parry) of the Hudson’s Bay 
Hskimo gives eerkitkoka (Greenl. ekékkok) ‘little finger’ as 
the name for ‘ten.’ The Algonkin ‘tens’ are related to — 
but not derived from — names of this finger. These will be 
noticed hereafter. 


2,9, The Fourth finger— second by Indian reckoning — 
is in some American languages, as it has been in many 
languages of the eastern world, ‘the nameless’ (Sansk. 
andman, andmikd ; Lithuan. bewardis; Tibet. mingmed). In 
others, it is designated only by its position ‘next the little’ 
or ‘next the middle’ finger. In mission-Indian it has 
received the name of ‘ring finger.’ Lacombe gives Western 


1¥or translations of this and other Muskoki (or Creek) finger names, I am 
indebted to Mrs. A. E. W. Robertson of the Tullahasse mission, and to Buckner 
and Herrod’s Muskoki Grammar. For other languages of this group, I use the 
Rev. Cyrus Byington’s “ English and Choctaw Definer” (1852) and his Choctaw 
Grammar (posthumous) edited by Dr. D. G. Brinton (1870), and valuable 
vocabularies (MSS.) of the Muskoki, Hitchitee, Coassatti, and Alabama, collected 
by Gen. Albert Pike, in possession of the Smithsonian Institution, which I hope 
will soon be published, and with them, one of the Muskoki language, compiled 
by the Rev. W. S. Robertson and Mrs. Robertson. For the Pawnec and related 
Arikara, I rely on Dr. Hayden’s vocabularies. 
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Cree atchani-tchitchan (from atchanis ‘a ring’), and so Von 

Tschudi in his Worterbuch of the Kechua of Peru has s7zw- 

rucanu ‘ring finger,’ from siw ‘ring.’ In a few languages, 

its name denotes ‘becoming smaller’—whether from its 

shape, more ‘tapering’ than other fingers, or from its size, 

as between the middle and little fingers, is not certain. 

Dakota — shaste tyokihe ‘little-finger next-to.’ 

Minitari shaki-kazt-utidu ‘that which the little finger joins,’ or, as Dr. Matthews 
(Hidatsa Dictionary) translates, ‘base of the little finger.’ 

Muskoki enke-hochefki εἰ ‘hand’s name-without,’ ‘ the nameless.’ 

Asa numeral | find the name of this finger only in the 
‘nines,’ and here only in the 
Eskimo, Hudson’s Bay mikkeelukkamoot ‘nine’ = ‘fourth finger’ (Parry). 

Greenland mikkelerak, ‘fourth finger,’ literally ‘it beeemes smaller.’ 
Algonkin, Shyenne na-so'toyds ‘my fourth finger’; sohkh’tu ‘nine.’ 

8, 8, The ‘ Middle’ finger is so named in almost all 
languages, but it not unfrequently has the additional 
designation of ‘the great’ or ‘chief.’ It gives in many 
dialects a name—but not generally zts own name—to the 
numerals ‘ three’ and ‘eight.’ In the Algonkin languages, 
of two expressions for ‘in the middle’ or ‘ halfway between’ 
(Mass. noéu and nashaiie, Chip. nawan and nassawait), one 
is given to the finger, the other to the numeral. 


Abnaki na"wi-retsi ‘middle of hand’; nass ‘ three.’ 

Chippeway = ndwi-nind] ss τ nisswi 3; néijwassi 8. 

Cree tdwi-tchitchan ‘middle finger;’ πέξβίοο. 

Mass. (nashaue, ’shawe ‘half-way’); nish, nishwé, ’shwi- 8; shwosuk 8. 

Arapoho (naitht ‘in the middle’) ; nais 3; naisa-toh’ 8. 

Sauki nissoa 3; shdashic 8. 

Shyenne no toydos ‘middle finger’; nada 3; na-nohh'tu 8. 

@Blackfoot  nohkh, noho-ka ‘three.’ [| Mass. noeii ‘in the middle.’] 
DaKkorTa napéochdékaya ‘middle finger’ (ochékaya ‘in the middle’). 

Minitari shdki-dumdtadu ‘middle of the hand’; démi, ndwi ‘three’ 


(dumdta ‘in the middle,’ nuwah'taru ‘ between’). 
Musxox1 (Creek) enke niirkiiphueri ‘hand’s middle-stander.’ 


Choctaw ibbak iishi-iklinna ‘hand’s middle son.’ 
Pawnee skétsi-kadika ‘half-way finger.’ 
Navajo hullah πάϊεὶ $f τ (hulah’, εἰά ‘hand’). 


In one dialect of the Eskimo (Hudson’s Bay) the name, 
as in the Shyenne above-noted, appears only in ‘ eight :’ 
kiltuklimiit ‘the middle finger,’ ‘eight’ (Parry). 
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4, 7, The Fore finger has been, almost universally, the 
‘showing finger’ or ‘index.’ Names for 4 and 7 are in 
Algonkin languages taken from it, or from the act of 
showing, or their connection with it is established through 
the demonstrative pronouns : 

Eskimo (Greenl.) _ tikek ‘the pointer.’ 
ALGONKIN, Chip. ino-nindj ‘showing finger’; niwin (= niouin) ‘four.’ 
Cree itwahigani-tchitchiy ‘pointer finger’; néwu ‘four.’ Comp. 
naah ‘that yonder!,’? awdh ‘this one.’ [As was before 
remarked, the n’ prefixed to the Algonkin numerals is a 
demonstrative particle, and does not belong to the root. | 
Massachusetts yau (Eliot; =7éu) ‘four’; yeu ‘this,’ ‘there.’ 


Narragansett yoh yo ‘there,’ ‘that way!’ 

Illinois niwi, nie τ newa, newe ‘voila, regarde ]ὰ,᾽ 
twa, tiwe “le voila.” 

Shyenne na-nisotoyos ‘my fore finger’; ni’soto ‘seven’;* compare 
nisitwo ‘that.’ But Shyenne nipa ‘four’ has a different 
origin. 

Arapoho yen ‘four’; t’ENa ‘to touch one to call his attention to 
anything’ (Hayden). 

Blackfoot ni-sut ‘four’; suémis ‘look!’ 

Dakota nape’ tokaheya ‘hand’s first’ (modern 1). 


nape’ apazo ‘hand’s pointer’ (pdzo, apdzo ‘to point to, to 
show by pointing’ — ./ pa denoting action of the hand). 
Musxoxti (Creek) enke-esmelki ‘hand’s pointer.’ 
Choctaw ibbak-iishi-tikba ‘foremost (or eldest) son of the hand.’ 
(The name for 4 is not, in any language of the Chahta- 
Muskoki group, taken from this finger.) 
Navajo ti” ‘four’; ἐΐ ‘here,’ ‘this’; n’la-te ‘there’ (Ja = hand). 
Apache Lice SSE ti ‘this,’ ‘who’; ti-tchi ‘this day.’ 


Hh. 6, Lhe Thumbs mark ‘five’ and ‘six,’ but rarely, if 
ever, give a name to either number, in American languages. 
In. Algonkin, and in many other American languages, the 
thumb is the ‘big, ‘thick,’ or ‘stout’ finger; sometimes, 
Sthe chief.’® 


_ 2The Zulu corresponds with the Shyenne in taking numeral names from the 
fingers of the second hand. ‘The Zulu verb komba ‘to point,’ indicating the fore 
finger or ‘ pointer,’ makes the numeral 7. Thus, answering the question, ‘How 
much did your master give you?’ a Zulu would say, ‘ U kombile’ ‘He pointed with 
his fore finger,’ 1. 6. ‘he gave me seven,’ and this curious way of using the 
numeral verb is shown in such an example as ‘amahasi akombile’ ‘the horses 
‘have pointed,’ 2. 6. ‘there were seven of them.’”— Tylor’s Primitive Culture, i. 
228. 
8Compare Latin pollex, “vocatus quod inter ceteros polleat virtute et 
potestate.”” — Isidori Origines, quoted by Pott, ‘Zihlmethode,’ 288. 
lw 
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ALG. Chippeway mitchitchi-nind) ‘great tinger.’ 
Cree (Western) misi-tchitchan τ cf 
Abnaki aghitkwe-retsié ‘chief (greatest) flnger.’ : 
Massachusetts kettiquanitch, Blackfoot omaki‘chis (omukh-w ‘great’), and 
Shyenne nama-a-imoik, have the same meaning. 


DaKxorTa napahunka ‘the hand’s elder’ (hunka ‘parent, ancestor, 
elder brother.’ Riggs). 

Μυβκοκι enke ichhki, and Choctaw ibbak ishke, ‘the hand’s mother.’ Ὁ 

PAWNEE skéts'-skiits ‘large finger.’ 

Navaso hullah ἰδό ‘thick’ or ‘ big finger.’ 


III. Names of number that are not derived from the 
fingers individually. Names for ‘one’ and ‘two, as has 
been said (p. 46), must have preceded digital numeration. 


1, There are, as we have seen, two expressions for the 
numeral ‘one’; namely, ‘only one’ and ‘first (fore-est) 
one.’ In Algonkin languages these are represented in 
Mass. pdsuk and n’qut. The former expression is sometimes 
related to the pronoun of the first person singular and to the 
demonstrative ‘this’; sometimes it has the meaning ‘alone,’ 
‘single,’ or ‘by itself.’ Its root in Algonkin and Dakota 
languages denotes ‘small.’ The other expression for ‘ one’ 
(=Mass. n’qut) is from a root denoting priority or fore- 
coming, in order or time, ‘ beginning:’ and it has in many 
languages the secondary meanings, ‘ old,’ ‘ aforetime,’ etc. 

In the Dakota family, one of these expressions is used for 
the cardinal, the other to form the ordinal: e.g. Dak. wanzhv’, 
wa'zhi-da",> wa'cha ‘one’; tokaheya ‘first’ (from toka’ ‘at 
the first’); Hidatsa (Minitari) duétsa, luétsa ‘one,’ itsika 
‘first’; lowa iya’gke ‘one,’ pakranaha ‘first.’ Between 
phonetic decay and dialectic growth,’ the Dakota ‘ones’ 


4So in Malayan (Pott, ‘Zahlmethode,’ 299), and in American Maya, Huastcca, 
Tamanaca, ete.; and in Botocudo nipo-diik ‘hand’s mother.’ 

5Thankton wa”zhi-na. The suffix, dan, Ihank. na, is restrictive; ‘one only.’ 
“The form in counting is wancha” (A. L. Riggs) or, as Dr. Hayden writes it, 
wunch. This is further contracted in the Ponka to win, and in the Omaha to wi. 

6 Or rather, between ‘laziness and emphasis,” as Mr. A. H. Sayce (Principles 
of Comparative Philology, 16) prefers to call the two great causes of phonetic 
change. Compare Whitney, Language and the Study of Language, 70, 95. 
in no American family of language is the operation of these principles 
more apparent and more troublesome than in the Dakota. Not merely that 
wa"zhi'dan is shortened to Omaha wi or changed to Mandan makh‘ana and Iowa 
iyangke, but in the same dialect, and from the lips of the same speaker, a name 
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have become so widely variant that they cannot all be 
confidently referred to a common root. In several dialects, 
if not in all, the numeral has lost all consciousness of its roots, 
becoming a mere phonetic mark. Compare 


Dakota warzhi'da” Ponka win 

Assiniboin washina Omaha wi and miaytcheh 
Winnebago tzhak ida, hezunkera Mandan makl’ana 

Towa iya”gke Osage  minche 

Hidatsa duetsa, luetsa 


and — least conformable of all— Aubsaroke hamat'. 

I was at first inclined to refer the Dakota wa’zhi to the 
root εὐ δῇ ‘to bend,’ from the bending down of the little 
finger in counting. Comparison of ten dialects of the same 
family makes it more probable, if not absolutely certain, that 
it is the equivalent of Algonkin pdsuk ‘the least’ or ‘very 
small’: compare with wa"zhi, wa'nikhadan ‘very little’ and 
wa'icha-dan ‘very little, none’; wd"ske, the name of the 
fourth child in a family, if a daughter (remembering that 
the thumb is ‘parent’ or ‘elder’ of the hand), and wdnka 
‘soft, weak, tender.’ With lowa iya’gke, comp. Mandan 
ungkni-ngke ‘hand’s little one’; and Winneb. izhdki-da, 
with wachek ‘young.’” In the Assiniboin, nape ‘hand,’ with 


may vary as nowassa, duetsa, luetsa (Minitari) 2; pitika, pirika, 10; nahwi, 
dami, 2; lira, mida ‘a tree,’ etc. In this last-mentioned Dakota dialect, the 
Hidatsa (called Minitari and Gros Ventres), Dakota y becomes d (ya ‘thou’ and 
ya ‘to go’ =de), ὃ and w are interchangeable with m, and /, n, and r, with d 
(Matthew’s Hidatsa Dictionary and Grammar, p. 28). 

‘Since this paper was written, I have been favored by the Rev. A. L. Riggs of 
the Dakota mission (Santee Agency, Nebr.), with some notes on the Dakota 
numerals, to which his father, the Rev. Stephen L. Riggs, contributed some 
suggestions. For the grammar and vocabulary of the language, I could have 
no higher authority; and when I have ventured to differ from Mr. Riggs’s 
conjectures as to the origin of the numerals, it has been only after thorough 
comparison of the names in eleven languages of this family, with whatever light 
was to be had from published and manuscript vocabularies. Of the names for the 
lower numbers, Mr. Riggs writes: “1 have thought that, as high as ‘three,’ the 
names of numbers arose from sight of outward objects, as ‘one’ evidently does.” 
“ Wanji, root wan, interjectional, ‘see!’; 71 [zh2] is not necessary, as the form in 
counting is wancha (for wan-e-cha). Ji means ‘separately’; dan added has 
something the force of ‘only.’ Monpa,2. Root, onpa ‘to lay on,’ ‘to add.’ The 
origin of the n will be sought in different directions, according to the theory of 
the numeral. .... It may be that it comes from nape. While nape is the whole 
hand, in composition it may stand for a ‘finger,’ which is nape-sukaza = ‘a single 
hand’” [or, ‘a portion, particle of hand’ 1]. 
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nape-washt ‘finger,’ i.e. ‘hand’s little one,’ and washi-na 
‘one’=‘a finger only.’ The Dakota for ‘fingers’ is nap- 
sukdza ‘hand’s small portions,’ from sw ‘seed, grain,’ i. 6. 
‘a particle, which in Dakota more commonly becomes, in 
composition, cht or cho, as in Dak. chika-da” ‘very small’ = 
Assiniboin chika-na—=Omaha shinga ‘young,’ Mandan -siik, 
and diminutive shike, as a suffix.® 

In Hidatsa duetsa (otherwise lwetsa, nowassa) there is 
wider divergence from the root; but we recover the meaning 
through shaki-adutsa'mike ‘fingers’ (shaki=hand), adutsta 
‘a seed,’ adutséhi ‘a point, a tapering end or part’ (Matthews). 

Aubsaroke (Crow) hamat' has the same meaning. Comp. 
Mandan hdmahe ‘small,’ sik-hdmahe ‘little child’; and Aubs. 
amue ‘a grain, a kernel.’ The suffix -at, -ate, is the common 
Aubs. diminutive. Hamat’ ‘one’ =‘the least.’ 

In the Cuauta-MuskoK1 family, we find the two forms — 
‘one only’ and ‘the first,’ represented in 


Choctaw achiifa 1; ‘sole, single, only one.’ 
tikba ‘the first’; also, ‘before,’ ‘ancient,’ ‘of time past.’ 
ummona ‘once.’ 

Muskoki hiim’kin ‘one.’ 

Coassatti chafika and Alabama chafuhka-schie ‘ one.’ 


Without attempting an exact analysis of these names, I 
remark (1) that Ch. wmmona ‘first,’ himona ‘once,’ is merely 
a demonstrative: himo, himak ‘now,’ ‘at this time,’ ‘to-day’; 
himonast ‘instantly, &c.; obviously related to Muskoki 
hiim'kin 1.5 and homa ‘before’: (2) that Ch. achifa, and 
Coas. chafdéka, seem, like the Algonkin and Dakota ‘ones,’ 
to be derived from a root meaning ‘very small,’ ‘a grain, 
particle, or point’; comp. Ch. chufak ‘an awl, ‘a nail,’ 


8 Comp. also, Dk. su*ka ‘a younger brother’ (Omaha sanga), contracted to 
su”; sha-ke ‘a claw, a nail’ (Om. sha-ge); cho and su ‘a kernel,’ ‘grain,’ ‘seed.’ 

9Mrs. A. KE. W. Robertson (wife of the Rev. W. S. Robertson, of 'Tullahassee, 
Ind. Territory), whose knowledge of the Creek language is as thorough as that 
of any one now living, writes (under date of Aug. 3d, 1874): “I see no 
connection between the [lower] Muskoki numerals and the names of hand or 
Singers, unless htimke 1, may be a contraction of hey enke ‘this hand.’ In 
contraction, m and n seem to run into each other: e. g. momet becomes mont, heytin 
becomes him, before words beginning with m; as heytin mecheti ‘to do this’ 
becomes hitmmechetii, heyiin maketi ‘to say this’ becomes hiimmaketu. Ina similar 
way, heyiin enke [‘this hand’| might become humke ‘one.’”’ 


On Numerals in American Indian Languages. oT 


chush ‘tip,’ ‘point’ (6. g. zbbak-chush ‘finger nail’ =‘ hand’s 
point’), ébak-chufanli ‘tapering,’ chubi"hasi ‘little, not much.’ 

Pawnee dska 1, is evidently from a root found in pid-aski 
and pir-iiski ‘young,’ kitaliés'ki ‘small,’ and probably in skéts 
‘finger.’ 

9, Names for two seem to come from roots denoting (1) 
separation or distinction, as ‘ that,’ ‘the other,’ (2) likeness, 
equality, or opposition, (8) addition, ‘ putting to’ or ‘ putting 
with,’ (4) coupling, pairing, or the like. These names, as 
has been said, must have preceded finger-counting or any 
formal numeration. They are often related to — possibly 
may have in some languages been derived from— names of 
natural pairs, as ‘ arms,’ ‘ hands,’ ‘ feet,’ ‘ wings,’ etc. From 
them or from the same roots come, by later derivation, names 
of artificial pairs, e. g. ‘ moccasins,’ ‘leggings,’ etc., and of 
dual relation, as ‘ wife, ‘husband,’ ‘brother, ete. And 
here is the explanation of that connection between names of 
the ‘hand’ and ‘two,’ which Mr. R. Ellis regards as evidence 
“that hand may = fingers = finger-finger,’ and as “ helping 
to exhibit the radical affinity which unites the North American 
languages” (p. 6). 

Of natural ‘pairs, the hands have most often given 
a name to—or received it from—the numeral; because 
they are two, not because they “= finger-finger.”’ Pott 
(Zahlmethode, 29) notes Puris (Brazilian) core ‘hand,’ curire 
2; Hottentot ?khoam ‘hand’ and 2; Sanskrit kara ‘hand,’ 


ue 


1For example, Kioway ki-id ‘husband,’ ki-u" ‘wife,’ gi-@ ‘two,’ and kv-atsi’ 
‘near,’ i.e. ‘next to’; of all which the common root is found in ki-n ‘he,’ 
i. 6. ‘another’; and Choctaw tuk-lo ‘two,’ tek-chi ‘wife.’ The connection of the 
grammatical dual with the idea of correlation, or of collocation merely, is illustrated 
by a peculiarity of Kechuan speech. The regular termination of the plural is 
-cuna, but there is a special plural in -ntin, for objects belonging to or associated 
with the noun in the singular: 6. g. hhuasé ‘house,’ hhuasintT1N ‘all who belong 
to the house’ or are ‘of the household’; and with a noun denoting affinity or 
consanguinity this suffix -ntin forms a dual, including two individuals in 
correlation: e. g. chosa ‘husband,’ chosantin ‘husband and wife’; mama ‘ mother,’ 
mamantin ‘mother and child’; ususé ‘daughter,’ ususintin ‘daughter and mother’ , 
pana ‘sister,’ panantin ‘sister and brother’; with mast ‘companion’ and yanu 
‘servant’ it forms nouns meaning ‘a pair,’ masintin being more commonly used 
for persons and yanantin for inanimate objects. — Von Tschudi, die Kechua 
Sprache, pp. 95, 161. 
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béhu ‘arm, paksha ‘wing, and nétra ‘eye,’ all used 

also for ‘two.’ The Samoyed Tawgi, also, expresses the 

number 2 and the substantive ‘hand’ by terms nearly 

identical.2, In Labrador Eskimo, Richardson’s vocabulary 

has maggok and aggait for 2, agga ‘hand’ and aggait ‘the 

hands.’ In the Algonkin and Dakota languages names for 2 

and for ‘hands’ or ‘arms’ seem to be nearly related, either 

by derivation of one from the other or of both from a common 

root. In Algonkin dialects, compare — 

Chip. -nindj ‘hand’ nip ‘two.’ 

Cree -nisk ge niso es (-nisk, however, being used only 
in composition, as kitchi-nisk 
‘right hand’). 

Mass. -nutch, -nitch ‘hand’ nis τ cf. nisin ‘copulat,’ nichart ‘she 
gives birth to a child.’ 


Abnaki — -retsz τ niss ῷ 

Illinois ninch-ui “ 

Miami nichué ee 

Arapoho_ -ichet id nis τ οἵ, inush ‘arm,’ tnachdsa ‘the 
other side,’ neshise ‘ eyes.’ 

Shyenne gs nicH di 


In one Algonkin language only, the Micmac (of Nova 
Scotia), we find another name for 2, tabu, 1. 6. ‘equal’ ( par,’ 
‘pair’); but that it had once a wider range, we have proof in 
the Cree tepa-kup, Abnaki ta"ba-wa"s, Mohegan tupou-wus, 
and Montauk (L. 1.) tu"pa-wa 7, 1. 6. 24+ (or 2 of the second 
hand). The root, in the sense of ‘ equal,’ and of ‘ enough,’ 
‘sufficient,’ is found in all Algonkin languages: e.g. Mass. 
(redupl.) tatup, tatuppr, Abn. tetebs-wi ‘equally,’ etc.; Cree 
niya-tipiyaw ‘1 my-self, tipiyaw ‘he him-self, ete., tipi-new 
‘he measures it,’ i.e. ‘makes it equal to,’ tepz ‘ enough,’ ete. 
Mass. tatup-pin ‘a string’ or ‘cord’ is as near akin to Micmac 
tabu 2, as is Engl. ‘ twine’ to ‘ twain.’ 

[The presence of this 2 in one Algonkin language, and 
evidence (in the ‘sevens’) of its former use in others, 
suggested a doubt as to the origin of the relation I had 
believed to exist between ‘twos’ and ‘hands’ in this family 
of speech. The authority of W. von Humboldt* and of Pott 


2 Benloew, Recherches sur l’Origine des Noms de Nombre, p. 50. 
3 Die Kawi-Sprache auf der Insel Java, Bd. 1. 5. 20ff. ἢ 
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disposed me to recognize this relation. A comparison of 
the several Algonkin dialects and evidence supplied by other 
American languages led me to question it, and now I am 
nearly convinced that the connection of the numeral with 
natural duals, ‘hands’ or the like, is not by derivation of 
one name from the other; that the likeness, if not accidental, 
is a consequence of derivation from a common root; and 
that the primary conception of the Algonkin ‘ two,’ whether 
expressed by Micmac tabu or Chip. nz, is that of ‘ sameness,’ 
‘likeness,’ or ‘ equality,’ represented in the modern Chip. 171, 
Cree isse ‘ so,’ ‘ such.’ 

The first three numerals are, in the Massachusetts dialect, 


1. ne qut, 2 VAS, 2s Ἢ ish; 
in the Chippeway, 
1. nin goto, Dy Wifi 5. N wsswe. 


In these the prefix is, apparently, merely demonstrative 
(Mass. ne ‘ this,’ ‘that’), and does not belong to the root. 
In the ‘two,’ we have, I think, the Chip. 71, Cree ἐ88ὲ and 772, 
‘so, ‘so as,’ ‘like’—which Baraga (Otchipwe Grammar, 
493) classes as a conjunction, and Howse (Cree Grammar, 
182, 142) as “the relative adverb of manner” and also “a 
generic noun.” As a verb, it signifies, in the Chippeway, ‘ to 
be like’ or ‘the same as’: e.g. anishinabeg nind-tJ1 ‘1 dress 
like (appear like) an Indian’; 7i-nagwad ‘it looks like’ 
something, etc. M2, contr. nz, ‘two,’ is ‘this, such as’ or 
‘like’ the first — corresponding nearly to Micm. tabu ‘ par,’ 
‘that which pairs.’ The same root is in the Chip. nidjz, or 
nidj’ ‘like myself,’ ‘my fellow, ‘alter ego,’ which is only 
distinguished from the numeral by the change of pronoun 
in the second and third persons — kidji, kidj’ ‘ thy fellow,’ 
‘thy equal, widj’ ‘his fellow, or equal’—used chiefly 
as adjectives, as widj’-anishinaben ‘his fellow-man.’ The 
dialectic variations of this particle correspond with those of 
the numeral ‘two’: Chip. 272 and π᾿, Cree is¢ and niso, ete. 
In the Lhnois dialect, ninchui is 2, nicht or nigi ** comme 
cela) (τάνδ): 

If, then, Algonkin ‘ hands’ and ‘twos’ are directly related, 
it is nearly certain. that their relation is that of derivatives 
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from a common root, or that the former receive their name 
from —instead of giving it to—the numeral. And this 
appears to be true of the relation of corresponding names in 
other American families of speech. ] 

The Dakota ‘two’ is the most constant of all the 
numerals, and dialectic variations nowhere disguise its 
relation to natural ‘pairs.’ The ‘ twos’ are: 

(Sioux) Dakota no“pa, ném, Omaha nombdé, wamba, Mandan 
num'pa, Osage nombaugh, Ponka ndnba, lowa néwe, Winnebago 
nomp, Aubsaroke némpe, Hidatsa népa, dépa. 

With these compare: Dak. nape ‘hands’ and napin ‘a 
pair, they two, hapa (a pair of) ‘moccasins,’ etc., Om. 
nomba ‘hands,’ ‘ fingers,’ Osage nambe ‘hands,’ Ponka nanpé, 
Towa nawé-pa ‘finger’ =‘ hand’s head, or tip,’ Winneb. ndbara 
‘hands,’ namp-weisara ‘ fingers,’ Aubs. néipere ‘both,’ Hidatsa 
huupa ‘ moccasins.’ 

The primary meaning of the root, o“pa, seems to be ‘ to put 
to, with, on, or against,’ ‘ap-ponere’ or ‘op-ponere’; as a 
verb, o"pa is ‘ to place or lay any thing’ on or with another: 
comp. o'pa ‘to go with,’ ‘ to be at’ or ‘on,’ and (contr.) om 
‘with’;‘ ao“pa, contr. ao”, ‘ to lay or place on’ (as, wood on 
the fire); sa“pa ‘over, beyond, more than,’ used in forming 
the numerals 11 to 19 (e.g. wikechemna sa"pa topa 14=10 
+4); ha"pa ‘moccasins,’ aka-sa"pa ‘ opposite,’ ‘set over 
against,’ etc. Perhaps, a*pa ‘day’ (a*pa-o ‘dawn’) is from 
the same root. We shall find it again in topa 4. The 
prefixed μ᾽ in no"pa — which in other dialects varies to w and 
d—seems to be merely a demonstrative or directive, as in 
the Algonkin numerals, and as in the Dakota verbal particle 
na ‘take it’ (amperative only), and in no” or nu” ‘ be it so.’ 

In the Chahta-Muskoki group, the ‘twos’ have a similar 
origin, in the notion of ‘ coupling,’ ‘ mating,’ or ‘ ad-joining’ : 

Choctaw tuklo, Muskoki (Creek) hokkélin, Hitchiti tokh'lun, 
Coassati tékoloé, Alab. tékold-chie. 

The root is represented in Choctaw okla, a collective 


4“ Koelle, Gram. of Vei Language, notices that féra means both ‘with’ and 
2, and thinks the former meaning original (compare the Tahiti piti ‘together,’ 
thence 2).” ‘Tylor’s Primitive Culture, i. 235. 
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pronoun used to form the plural of nouns and both the dual 
and plural (3d sing.) of verbs, with the meanings ‘they 
two,’ ‘ they,’ ‘ people,’ ‘ tribe,’ etc., modified as oklu"ha “ all, 
the entire crowd, number, or quantity’ (Byington, Choctaw 
Gram., 32,41). The Choctaw ?’, prefixed, probably represents 
the “distinctive preposition” et ‘here, this way,’ etc. Gd. 42), 
a demonstrative. From the same root, apparently, are Ch. 
hotohla, conjunction copulative, ‘also,’ ‘of the same class,’ 
hitukla (=et-okla) ‘twice,’ and the verbs tok-chi ‘to tie,’ 
and tba-ta"kla ‘to go with,’ ‘to accompany.’ Comp. Musk. 
sahokoli ‘ twiee,’ hlisa-hokolat ‘ secondly,’ ete. 

Athapascan ‘ twos’ are, more commonly, related to names 
for ‘feet’ than to ‘hands.’ Chepewyan “ keh ‘ foot,’ ‘ shoe,’ 
‘track’ ”? (or their plurals), is often used as a numeral for 
2 or ‘a pair.’ In the Apache, 2 is na-ki; ‘foot’ or ‘feet,’ 
ki-e; ‘moccasins,’ si-ke; Navajo na-ki 2; itké ‘foot’; kikh 
‘moccasins.’ ὅς 

3, Names for ‘three’ when not taken directly from the 
middle finger or ‘half-way’ of the hand, sometimes have 
the meaning, ‘beyond,’ ‘further’ (‘trans’), or ‘ greater’ ; 
sometimes ‘much,’ ‘the many’—a plural as distinguished 
from a dual. 

All the Algonkin ‘threes’ are of the ‘ middle’ (see p. 52, 
ante), except the Micmac tehicht, which seems to have had 
the meaning of ‘ more’ or ‘ again’ ( = Delaware échitch ¢ still 
more’). 

In the Dakota family, the ‘threes’ exhibit wider variance 
than the ‘twos’ from the original stock : 


Dak. χαάπιπὶ, yémint Winneb. td”, tau” 
Assinib. ψάπιϊηϊ Towa tdnyt 

Mandan ndément Omaha _thdbathi 
Hidatsa ddmi, néwi Ponka — tha’bthin 
Aubsar. nam Osage  laubena 


The etymology is obscure. Comparing the Dakota and 
Aubsaroke forms with the Omaha, Ponka, and Osage, it 
seems probable that -am is a contraction of a"pa—as nom is 
the contraction of no"pa 2, and tom of topa4. This would 


5 Gallatin, Synopsis of the Indian Tribes, p. 215. 
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refer the numeral to the same root with the ‘two.’ The 
prefix may be the simple verbal ya (Hidatsa de) ‘ going,’ as 
in dya ‘ they go together’ and ‘ it becomes,’ or more probably 
the inseparable preposition ὁ (combining with the following a, 
as ya) meaning ‘next in order,’ ‘again.’ This would make 
yam =1-a0"pa or ya-o'pa—agreeing nearly with the verb 
zydo"pa ‘to lay on, to place on,’ of Riggs’s Dictionary. The 
pronunciation of the numeral is marked ya'mni, which 
suggests a reference to the verbal root mni ‘spread out’ or 
mna ‘ gathered, collected’; but the other dialects show that 
this root is not essential to the name, and if it enters 
into the composition of the Dakota name, it is probably 
supplementary to the principal root, so that ya’mni= 
yam-mnn.> 

The Winnebago and Iowa names have, apparently, a 
different origin, and Winneb. ta” may be the (regular) 
contraction of ta"ka ‘great.’ ~° 

In many dialects of the west and southwest, the name of 
the numeral has this meaning of ‘ great,’ ‘much,’ ‘ many,’ or 
“the hike: :e..g. 


Yuma (Mojave) hamdéco 3, hiimuk ‘ great.’ 
(Cuchan) hamik, nyamik “ 
PAWNEE tawit, -tawio (suffix) ‘over, above,’ hawa ‘more.’ 
Arikara tawhit (wh English), terhue ‘many,’ tiérwheu ‘ great.’ 
Navaso tahh, thla ‘much,’ na-td-ni ‘a chief.’ 


4, Above 8, traces of digital numeration become more 
common, but the fact that in many languages 4 is a ‘ doubled 
2,’ or pair of pairs, seems to indicate that in these its 


conception and name were earlier than finger-counting. All 


6 The Rev. A. L. Riggs, in his letter of July 27th, before mentioned, regards 
mni as the root. He writes as fellows: 

“ Yamni; root MNI or MNA. Mni is ‘to gather in a circle or group’; as yuMNI 
wachipi ‘the circle dance,’ MNichiyapi ‘assembly.’ Three is the smallest number, 
of course, that can make a group or circle. The correlate root MNA is more 
widely in use, and the meaning clearer: kamna ‘to acquire or gather for one’s 
self,’ mnayan ‘to gather,’ opa-mna ‘a cluster,’ as of young trees growing up out 
of the root or stump of an old one. If yamnz comes from mna, the change of a to 
2 would be for euphony. If yamni comes from the sight of outward objects 
[preceding formal enumeration], then we may find the ya to signify grouping by 
calling — ‘calling’ another to the two. If it springs from the finger count, the 
origin of ya is not clear. As causative affix, it should come after.” 
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Algonkin ‘fours,’ as was seen, are demonstrative, derived 
from the index-finger; but in two or three dialects the ‘eights’ 
suggest a primitive numeration by pairs. Of this mode I 
will speak more particularly hereafter, and here mention only 
the Dakota 4, formed apparently as ἃ ‘ pair of pairs’: 

Dak. tépa, contr. tom, Hidatsa tépa, Mandan tépe, Ponka 
and Omaha déba, lowa téwe, Winneb. chép, Aubsaroke shdp. 

There are several Dakota expressions for ‘pairs’ and 
‘doubles’; napin (from nape ‘hands’?) ‘they two,’ ‘ both,’ 
sakim ‘two together,’ and from the numerals, by the prefix 
ta, as ta-wa'zhi ‘a pair,’ ta-no"pa ‘2 pairs,’ ta-yamni “ ὃ pairs.’ 
In tano"pa, or rather in the earlier ta-o"pa, ta-dpa, “ 2 pairs,’ 
we have, I think, the origin of topa 4. 

In some languages ‘all the fingers’ give the name to this 
numeral, as, apparently, in Pawnee skiteks 4, = skéts-cks 
‘fingers [of] hand.’ 

5, There is much diversity, even in languages of the same 
stock, in expressions for 5 and 10. In these sometimes, 
but by no means always, is found a name of ‘hand’ or 
‘fingers, or a suggestion of such name. In the instances — 
comparatively few —in which names for ‘hand’ and 5 are 
identical, or nearly so, we cannot confidently decide which of 
the two is borrowed from the other.’ 

Of Algonkin ‘ fives’ there are two principal types : 

(1.) Massachusetts napanna, meaning ‘on one side,’ i. e. 
‘one of the two hands.’ It is the Chip. nabane, Cree nabat, 
but is not in either of those dialects used for the numeral. 
In Abnaki bare-nesku, Del. palenacn, the name for ‘hand’ 
is added, the expression corresponding to Chip. -bane-nindj 
‘of one hand,’ as in ningoto-bane-nindj ‘one handful,’ nin 


ΤΑ, ν. Humboldt’s plausible comparison between Skr. pancha 5, and Pers. 
penjeh ‘the palm of the hand with the fingers spread out, the outspread foot of a 
bird,’ as though 5 were called pancha from being like a hand, is erroneous. The 
Persian penjeh is itself derived from the numeral 5, as in Skr. the hand is called 
panchagdkha ‘the five-branched.’ The same formation is found in English; slang 
describes a man’s hand as his ‘fives,’ or ‘bunch of fives,’ thence the name of the 
game of fives, played by striking the ball with the open hand, a term which has 
made its way out of slang into accepted language.” —Tylor’s Primitive Culture, 
i. 235, note. 
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nabane-nindj “1 am one-handed,’ ‘have only one hand,’ ete. 
The Abnaki na"neda ‘5 times’ and na’na’kao ‘ fifteen’ 
(=5-+) are from a different root, and are related to 

(2.) Chip. nénan, Cree niannon, niydnan, Micm. nan, 
Moheg. nunon; and Shawano nialin-ui, Miami ydlan-ué, Ulin. 
miaran-ut, etc. These, though perhaps not all from the 
same root, have nearly the same meaning, ‘ gone,’ or ‘ spent,’ 
i.e. all the fingers of one hand. Comp. Cree neydén ‘va, 


pars,’ pl. niydnk ‘allez, partez,’ a ‘verb used only in these — 


two persons of the imperative’; niydék ‘forwards,’ ‘onward’ 
(Lacombe, Dict. Crise); Shawn. niala, Ilin. miara = Cree 
niyan. 

Dakota ‘fives’ are plainly digital: Dak. zdpta", Om. 
sdtan, Ponka sdta, lowa thdta, Osage sattah, Winneb. satch; 
Hidatsa kicuu, Mandan kecnin. Dak. edpta*—za (for 
suka-za ‘fingers’”)+pta" ‘turned down.’ Hidatsa icHu, 
from cHu ‘thrown down’ or ‘overturned,’ with kz, the 
intensive and frequentative prefix, ‘wholly, completely,’ 1. 6. 
‘all turned down.’ Or, if we suppose the word to have lost 
a syllable, and restore it as sdki-cHu, we have ‘ hand turned- 
down’ = Dak. za-pta". 

Choctaw tahlapt 5, seems to be compounded of tahle 
‘to finish’ or ‘complete’ and ahpi ‘the first’ ‘first hand 
ends.’ In Muskoki chagh’kih'pin, and Hitchitee chaghkii'pun, 
the Musk. chunggi or chuiki ‘my hand’ may perhaps be 
recognized, but if so, it is nearly lost in the Musk. ordinal, 
hlisa cholikepe ‘fifth.’ 

Pawnee stihiks is from iksu-hiks ‘hands half’; still more 
contracted in Arikara shehu (ésht=‘hand’). 

In the Athapascan, /a ‘hand’ seems to be found in Navajo 
dst-la, Apache dsht-la 5; but only in these two of the eleven 
languages of that family compared by Buschmann, who 
remarks on the general resemblance of the Athapascan 5 to 
the 1. Eskimo (Labrador) tedle-ma, tellimet 10, is probably 
related to tallek ‘hand.’ 


8'This agrees nearly with the meaning given by the Rev. A. L. Riggs (in his 
letter of July 27th): “‘Zapta”. Roots za and pran. Za is ‘the hand’; thus, 
yu-za is ‘to hold,’ ‘to handle.’ Ptan is ‘turned over.’ The whole of the hand 
[i. e. all the jingers| is now turned down.” 
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In the Shoshoni family, Comanche mowaka (mowa ‘arm, 
hand, fingers,’) and in another dialect moovet (mod-oyet 
‘hand all’), Shosh. mandget, Yute manigin (moo-ninch 
‘hand’), all give evidence of their manual origin.' 


6, Names for this numeral in Algonkin, Dakota, and some 
other families of language, mark it as the first that is counted 
on the second hand. this is done (1.) by affixing to a name 
for ‘hand’ a particle meaning ‘ one,’ ‘first,’ or ‘ other,’ or 
(2.) by repeating the name for 1 and affixing a word meaning 
Tacame oe pesiaes, «~ beyond, “more, or the like, or.) by 
merely expressing change ‘ to the other side.” Of these, the 
second is the most common type: 6. g.— 

ALG. Cree nikoto-wasik, nikiit-wassik =‘1 on the other side’ 
(Cree awas ‘further on,’ awasd-yik ‘on the other side’), 
Chip. ningot-wdsswi (awdssavi ‘ further’), Abn. nekiida’s, 
Moh. n’guittus, Shaw. nigote-wathwi, Sauki kotoashek ; Mass. 
nequtta-tahshe, Del. quttasch (the affix, adtahshe, means 
‘counted’ or ‘added’).— Micmac ashugém (apch “ again,’ 
‘following’; apehku ‘ going back’), and Mareschit kémachin, 
seem to be similarly formed. — Illin. kakatchui 6 denotes 
‘passing beyond the middle’ (kakatahe).—Shyenne nasutu 
(nahsoto, Abert) is ‘ one over.’ 

The Daxora presents two types — which, however, may 
prove to be originally identical : 


Dakota shd-kpe Hidatsa = aka-wa, aka-ma 
Assinib. shda-kpa Winneb. aké-we 

Om. and Ponka shd-pe Aubsaroke ki-ma 

Lowa sha-kwe Mandan akd-mak 

Osage sha-pah 

Oto sha-kwa 


Hidatsa m and w=Dak. p. The only question is as to 
the precise meaning of the Dakota prefix. Dakota pe is 
‘finger’ or ‘fingers’ (hand ‘points, as in napchu-pe, 
etc.), as is more clearly shown by Ponka 7, pe'namba (= 2 
fingers), and 8, pe'thabthin (=8 fingers). The prefix 1 take 
to be Dak. a-kshé ‘more, in addition to.’ Then shékpe= 
a-kshé-pe—=‘1 in addition’ or ‘ besides’ (the 5); and Hidatsa 


1 For other ‘fives’ of Buschmann’s Sonora family, including the Shoshoni, see 
his Grammatik d. Sonor. Sprachen, 3te Abth. ss. 114, 119. 
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akdwa=akd-ma ‘one over’; comp. Assinib. akdn ‘ above,’ 
haké-cha ‘ afterwards,’ &c.? 

In the Athabascan family, Buschmann® finds 6 expressed 
by 3x2 in five languages (of eleven compared). 


7, 8, The composition of these numerals from 2 and 8 is 
as common in American as in other families of speech. An 
independené name for either 7 or 8 is exceptional. The 8 is 
sometimes designated from its proximity to 10—as ‘two 
less,’ ‘ two left,’ or as ‘coming near’ the end; 7, more rarely, 
as ‘wanting 3,’ or the like. The common expression for both 
numerals is formed by affixing to the names for 2 and ὃ, 
respectively, a word denoting addition or repetition. In some 
languages, an indication of ‘hand’ or ‘finger’ is comprised 
in the name. The Algonkin 7 has generally the same affix 
as the 6, meaning ‘on the other side’ or ‘again.’ The full 
expression is preserved in Chip. ntj-wdsswr T, nish-wdsswr 
8; compare ningot-wdsswi.6: a contracted form, in Del. chash 
and, with a guttural modification, in Moh. ghust. The Cree 
and Chippeway languages have each another name for 7: 
Cree tépakiup (téypuckoop, Howse), Chip. tupouwus (== tepu- 
awasswi), the latter agreeing with the Abnaki 7, ta*bawa’s ; 
all formed from-a ‘two’ which is not now found in any 
Algonkin language except the Micmac (see p. 58, ante). The 
Crees have also two names for 8: shwdsstk (==nishu-awdstk) 
and avendnewu or ayendnet. The latter is peculiar. It seems 
to be formed of iyin ‘more’ and néwu 4==‘4 again’ or 2x4. 
An exceptional name for 7 is found in the Narragansett énada 
(Mass. enotta of Wood’s Vocabulary); perhaps related to 
Mass. nahohtoéu ‘ second,’ literally ‘ that which comes next,’ 
or perhaps from the index-finger and act of ‘showing’ (Mass. 
ndtin-au ‘he shows it to,’ Chip. enoad ‘showing with the 
fingers’). The Sauki 7, néwza, may have had a similar origin. 

Illinois parare, Miami poldne 8, mean ‘nearly ended,’ 
‘almost done.’ The composition of Lllin. suatatehii, Mi. 
suaytetsiic T, is not clear. | 


2The Rev. A. L. Riggs has suggested a different derivation of Dak. shakpe 
“from shaki ‘the nail’ «nd kpa or kpe ‘punched out.’ The prominent thumb 
nail of the second hand is now pushed down.” 

3 System. Worttafel ἃ. Athap. Sprachstamms (3te Abth. des Apache), s. 508. 
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In the Chahta-Muskoki group we have — 


Choctaw tuklo 2, and un-tuklo 7. 
tuchina 8, un-tuchina 8. 

Coassatti tékoldo 2, hon-tékoloo 7. 

Alabama tékolé-chie 2, hon-tékol6-chie 7. 


The prefix wn- or hon- (=Choctaw ont) means ‘ again.’ 
In other languages of this family, the names for 2 and 38 are 
similarly modified by a suffix: 

Musk. hokkolen 2, and kélui-paken 7. 


Hitchiti tokhlun 2, kola-paken 7. 
Musk. tutchenen 8, chentt-paken 8. 
Hitchiti tohchiiniin 2, tésna-paken 8. 


One of Mr. Ellis’s mistakes is that of regarding these 
adverbial affixes as representatives of names for ‘hand’ or 
‘finger, or ‘five’; and some of the most striking of the 
coincidences that seem to him ‘to exhibit the radical affinity 
which unites the North American languages” vanish with 
the correction of this error. He finds, for example, his ‘az 
finger” or his ‘‘ daz finger,”’ or the two combined as “ azbaz 
‘finger-finger’==hand,”’ in Delaware cottash 6, nishash T, 
old Algonkin (Nipissing) ninshwassoo T, nisswassoo ὃ, Cree 
nikitwassik 6, nishwassik 7, etc.1 Whatever the Basque zaz 
(conjecturally extracted from Basque zazpz ‘seven’) or a 
possible svas of ‘the original Aryan vocabulary’? may have 
denoted, it is certain that in the Del. -ash, Alg. wassoo, Cree 
wassik, etc., we have merely an adverb meaning ‘further,’ 
‘on the other side,’ or the like. 

In the (semi-Algonkin) Atsina dialect, 7, 8, and 9 are 
formed respectively from ὃ, 2, and 1, by a suffix that denotes 
the ‘ fingers’ remaining to be counted. 

In the Dakota family, there are at least two and perhaps 
three types of ‘ sevens’: 


Ponka pé-nanba Dak. shak6-wi" Hidatsa shdépua 

Omaha pé-namba Assinib. shak6-wi Aubsar. khdpua 

Osage pd-nompd Winneb. shagd-wi Mandan kiipa 
Towa shdhma 


The first three prefix to 2, pé, pd ‘fingers’ (lit. hand 
‘points”). Of the others, I find no satisfactory analysis that 


* Numerals as Signs of Primeval Unity, pp. 7, 8, 9. 
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will apply to both groups. [The Rev. A. L. Riggs has 
suggested, for the Dakota proper, shake ‘a nail’ and win ‘ to 
bend,’ with the preposition o ‘in’ or ‘on’ interposed, the 
fore-finger (of the second hand) being bent upon the nail of 
the previously turned thumb. | 

The Ponka and Omaha ‘eights’ are formed like the 
‘sevens ’— by prefixing pe to 3; the Hidatsa and Aubsaroke, 
by suffixing pe, pz, to 2, the numbers of fingers remaining 
uncounted : 

Hidatsa dépa 2, dépa pi 8, (péteka 10). 
Aubsar. nop 2, nopa-pe 8, (piraka 10). 

Dr. Matthews (Hidatsa Grammar, 56) remarks that dopapi 
probably signifies ‘ ten less two,’ and that pz seems to be the 
root of pitika 10. But the primary meaning of pz, pe, is 
‘pointed’ (or as a verb, ‘to penetrate’), and hence ‘ point,’ 
‘extremity,’ ‘finger,’ as in Hid. zepw and ichpu = Dak. chupe 
in nap-chupe ‘ fingers,’ i.e. ‘hand points.’ In zepe ‘ the tail 
of a bird,’ Dak. wpz, we have another modification of this 
root; and again in Hid. zpé-ta ‘at the rear, behind,’ 1. e. ‘ at 
the end.’ 

Iowa kre-ra-pa-ne 8, is clearly related (as a diminutive ?) 
to kre-pa-na 10. Dakota sha-hdo'gha" and Assinib. shakando- 
ghah follow the ‘sevens,’ the first element of the name being 
the same in each, but I must leave both—with Mandan, 
tetuke — unexplained. 


9, very generally, is named as being the ‘last but one’; 
occasionally, as ‘ fourth’ of the second hand: 


Aue. Cree kéka-mitatat ‘almost 10. 4/ keka ‘au point de.’ 

Chip. — shdng-asswi (and contr. shang); comp. chdgisse ‘used up,’ ‘all spent.’ 

Shaw. chakatswi “ as es « 

Mass.  paskugun ‘it comes near.’ 

Del. pechkunk ‘coming near.’ 

Illin. nigutu-manekki ‘only one left,’ lit. ‘only one, no more.’ 

Arapoho thiatokh’ or siatokh' ‘again last,’ ‘one after’; from chia ‘again’ and 
tdkh (comp. tdkh-su ‘last,’ takhi-u ‘after’). 

Dax. Omaha, Osage, and Ponka, shdnka, Iowa shangke. Sioux nap-chi™wanka. 
Prince Maximilian von Wied notes the Osage as a contracted abbreviation 
of grdbena-tcheh-winingka = 10 less 1. This is certainly the meaning, but nota 
translation of the name. In the Sioux, nap = nape ‘hand.’ In other dialects, 
shdnka is lowa iyangke ‘one,’ ‘little one’ (and, as diminutive, chinge), Mandan 
ingka (as in ungkni-ingka ‘the little finger’), Omaha shinga (redupl. shénge- 


4 


shinge ‘an infant,’ very small), Sioux chz"chd ‘little one,’ and in chi-Ka-da" 


So ies 
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‘very small’ (with which compare wanika-dan ‘very little,’ wa”ske ‘the 
fourth (female) child’). Sioux chi*wanka in 9, seems to contain an additional 
element, which may be eché ‘only’ or echi” ‘now.’® The meaning is the 
same, in all these dialects, ‘only one finger’ remains. 
Hidatsa duetsa-pi and Aubsaroke amdta-pi have the same meaning —‘ one 
finger’; and so has Mandan macu’-pe, from macHana 1. 
Cuanta-Muskoxi. Choctaw chakali 9 = cheki-ihli ‘soon the end,’ next the last. 
[The rcot, cha, che, is the nearest approximation to a conjunction copulative, 
and may be translated ‘and then,’ or ‘next.’]| ‘The same component is in 
Alabama ébi-chdhkali-chie (chéie = finger) and Coassatti bih’chdkadlii’. Musk. 
osta-pdhkin and Hitchiti dsta-pdkin, are from Musk. dstin, Hitch. sitdkin, 


‘four.’ 
NatcHez witip katipis, 1 left 1 from wita 1. 
Cappo hiwéisika, 4 + hand, “  hiweit 4, sécue ‘hand.’ 
Adaiz sikinish, ‘hands’ minus ? “ sekut ‘hand.’ 
PAWNEE @hik’'sidi-wa, 10 minus, “ Whiksidi 10. 
Arikara nucHing wan, « “«  nucHini 10. 
Wichita chius-skinte, 1 left 1 COM CHAISIN, 
Kichai tanerokat, 2 (arisko 1). 
SHOSHONI shimmér-omen, 10 minus?  ‘ shimmer 10. 
Comanche — shéman’-wwum, ἐς “* shééman 10 (Pike, MS.). 
se’ermano, τ *  se’ermuno-wumpnet 10. 
Yute surrom-suene, τ “Ὁ  tom-suene 10. 
ce suwdrroiimsoyuni, “ οἷ téamsuniyuni 10 (Powell, MS.). 
Yuma: Cuchan hum-hamook’, 3 x 81 “« hamook 3 (humhook 6). 
Mojave para ‘near’ “ (hipau'ac ‘near’). 
cf elyu-thouk ‘near’ <  (thowk sel) 


10 The tenth finger—the little finger of the second 
hand—gives in some languages a name to the corres- 
ponding numeral; but more often, ‘ten’ is designated 
as the ‘completion’ of the digital series, ‘all gone,’ ‘none 
remaining,’ or the like. Occasionally, the name may have 
been taken directly from the ‘ hands’ or ‘all the fingers.’ 

In ALGONKIN languages, the ‘tens’ are of four types — of 
which two are nearly related : 

1. Chip. midasswi, mitasui, Iin. matatehui, Shawano 
metathwi, Cree mitatat, Shyenne matocuto, Arapoho metaztocn, 
and Atsina matatasits — meaning ‘ no further,’ ‘ completed.’ 


51 formerly regarded this chi” as the representative of the verbal root chi” 
‘wanting.’ To this, the Rev. A. L. Riggs objects, with good reason, that ‘chi 
is not ‘want’ in the sense of ‘lack,’ but always of ‘desire’;” and that, if it 
made part of the name, “‘it should come /ast, as the principal verb.” I do not 
agree with him, however, as to the impossibility of getting ‘one’ (or rather 
‘finger,’ or ‘little one’) out of wanka. The other related dialects seem to testify 


unmistakably to this meaning. 


9 
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2. Abnaki m’téra, Micmac m’teln, Delaware m’tellen, tellen, 
Moheg. m’tannit =‘ no more.’ 

3. Massachusetts and Narraganset pavwk. 

4, Sauki and (Northern) Chippeway kwetch, used occa- 
sionally in rapid counting. This is either a contraction of 
iskwdtch (Cree iskweydtch) ‘lastly, ‘at the end’ (comp. 
ishkwétchagan ‘the last or youngest child in a family’), or 
it is Nipissing-Algonkin kagowetch ‘ no more.’ | 

The prefix in Illin. mat-atchuz, Chip. mid-asswi, Abn. 
mt-dra, etc., is the negative and privative particle, found in 
all Algonkin languages, though less common in Chippeway 
than in eastern dialects. It is found, however, as a prefix, 
in many Chippeway words (6. g. nin géssikan ‘1 arrive in 
time,’ nin med-assikan ‘I do not arrive in time,’ ‘I am too 
late’; nend apdb ‘I sit upon’ (a seat), nin mit-ab “1 sit upon 
the bare ground, the snow, or the like,’ ‘have nothing to sit 
upon’; etc.). Asa verbal prefix, it has sometimes, with a 
modified vowel, the meaning of ‘ceasing,’ ‘leaving off, 
‘completing’; e.g. Mass. mahtwu ‘he ceases speaking,’ Abn. 
met-anaskiwt ‘ finally,’ Ulin. mita-tewt ‘an abandoned cabin,’ 
ni metassa ‘I bury (i.e. have done with) him’=Chip. md- 
dgwena “1 put him aside, or out of the way.’ 

The suffix dsswi is the same as in Chip. ningot-wdsswr 6, 
nishwdsswi T, meaning ‘further’ or ‘beyond.’ At 10, there 
is ‘no further’ count, ‘a completion.’ Abn. -ara, Del. -elen, 
Moh. -anit, are forms of the same particle of comparison, 
meaning ‘more,’ ‘above’; and mid-dsswi = nvt-dra. 

Ihave the more particularly pointed out the composition. 
of this Algonkin ‘ten,’ because more. than one writer on 
American languages has been struck by the likeness of Chip. 
midasso (the ordinal) 10 and middss ‘a legging.’ Mr. R. 
Ellis® observes this likeness in six or seven Algonkin 
languages, and infers that “forms like -doswe, -tathi, -tato, 
-tato, etc., may be compared with Uchee (Florida) tethah 
‘shoes, and tetethah ‘feet,’”’ etc., all contributing to show 
that the ‘‘ az finger’’ and the ‘“‘azbaz hand” prevail, and are 
employed numerally, over the greater part of North America 


-6On Numerals as Signs of Primeval Unity, etc., p. 9. 
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as well.as on the eastern continent, “the m- prefix” in 
midasso, etc., “‘ appearing the same as a Californian and New 
Mexican prefix m-, which is used to convert ‘arms’ into 
aregs).”.?? 

The learned author of “ Etudes Philologiques sur quelques 
Langues Sauvages” (pp. 131, 132) has given an etymology 
of mitasui which is ingenious, but to which there is, I think, 
one insuperable objection. He derives the name from the 
particle mi ‘so,’ and tasuz, taso, “a particle that expresses 
quantity and is the equivalent of [the French] adverbs tant, 
autant, combien.”? When an Indian would express ‘ten,’ he 
puts forward both hands and spreads the fingers saying, 
mi-tasui ‘so many.’ The objection to this is, that it will not 
apply to other Algonkin dialects, nor to other numerals in 
the same dialect: it will not serve either for Abn. m’tdéra and 
Cree mitatat 10, nor for Chip. ningotasui 6, changasui 9, etc., 
in which M. Cuoq finds, not dasso ‘so many,’ but asui ‘en 
sus, de plus.” 

In the Massachusetts and Connecticut dialects another 
name is found for 10, patuk (piuk, progqué, Eliot), but the 
Chippeway mitasut is represented in Mass. muttdsons ‘the 
youngest child in a family’ (mat-dsi ‘not after,’ with -ons 
diminutive), and in muttaso-nitch ‘the little finger,’ 1. 6. the 
least and last. Mass. and Narrag. paiuk is, probably, a 
similar expression, related to pesuk (==pvr-es-wk, dimin. οἵ 
pr-ak) ‘least,’ ‘one only,’ and to Cree peyak ‘one,’ ‘ alone,’ 
as well as to pzko ‘only,’ ‘no more than,’ and pzyis ‘ finally,’ 
‘lastly.’ 

The Dakota ‘tens’ may be reduced to two groups, the name 
having in both the same general meaning, but not formed 
from the same roots: : 


(1.) Sioux-Dak. and Assiniboin wikchémna, wikchem’ini. 
Ponka gthe-ba. 
Omaha chriibene, and g’éth’ba,’ Iowa krepana, Oto krahbra”, Osage krabra, 
Winneb. kherapun (or kherapin-aze, Hayden).® 
(2.) Mandan pirakh, Aubsar. pirakd, Hidatsa pitika. 


7 Prince Maximilian’s vocabulary gives chrabéne; Dr. F. V. Hayden’s (in Proc. 
Am. Philos. Society, x. 407), g’éth’-ha, but the second h probably is by misprint 
for ὁ, since 20 is g’theba-namba ‘two tens.’ 

* In this group of Dakota ‘tens’ we have a good illustration of one difficulty in 


12 J. H. Trumbull, 


At 10, the fingers that have been bent down are straightened, 
and ‘“‘the hands spread out side by side.”’® Wikchemna is 
from kcha ‘ straight,’ ‘unbent,’! and mna ‘spread out,’ with 
the generalizing prefix of Sioux nouns, we or w’. Hidatsa 
pitika is from the verb ptiki “‘ to smooth out, to iron clothes,” 
which Matthews (Hidatsa Dictionary) refers to pakitc (from 
kitt) ‘to press to smoothness with the hands.’? Both 
expressions ‘‘gehn aus von den Fingern,’” but in neither 
does a name of ‘ finger’ or ‘ hand’ show itself. 


How slowly the savage advanced in numeration may be 
inferred from the traces found in many languages of a mode 
of reckoning by pazrs and triplets. There are some reasons 
for believing, not only that conceptions of ‘ one,’ ‘two,’ and 
‘three’ (as ‘this,’ ‘ that,’ and ‘ beyond’ — or the like) were 
antecedent to digital numeration, but that the first definite 
conception of ‘four’ was as a ‘pair of pairs,’ and that 
multiplication of the lower numbers often preceded formal 
numeration to the higher. Number begins at ‘two,’ and we 
may assume — without venturing far into the ‘metaphysics 
of language’ — that 2 was the first named numeral, though 
an earlier conception may be expressed in the name given to 1. 
Considering that every decimal system is in fact a doubled 
quinary, and was constructed with as constant reference to 


the way of proving —or disproving — the ‘ primeval unity’ of American speech, 
on no better evidence than is afforded by brief and often inaccurate vocabularies. 
In wikchemna (discarding the prefixed particle), gtheba, and kherapun, the same 
name appears under three dialectical variations: kche-mna = gthe-ba = kl’ra-pun. 
And the results of ‘laziness’ and ‘emphasis’ are so nearly balanced that — tried 
by the Indo-European standard — it would be hard to say which of the three forms 
best represents the primitive roots. 

®The Rev. A. L. Riggs, MS. The derivation he suggests for wikch’emna is 
“from w, the sign of the abstract form, 7kche ‘in a common manner,’ and mna 
‘gathered together.’ ” 

lksha ‘bent,’ yu-ksha’ ‘to bend, to fold, to double’; kcha ‘straight,’ ‘loose’ 
(un-bent), yu-kcha’' ‘to untie, to loose,’ etc. yu-kcha” ‘to understand, to compre- 
hend’ (i.e. to straighten out 1). 

“If the Hidatsa pitaka stood alone—the more probable derivation would be 
from ipi ‘extremity, end,’ as in ipéta ‘at the rear, behind,’ and cpétakoa ‘at the 
end’; which last might have been contracted to pitaka. But the meaning of the 
name in other Dakota dialects — ‘ unbent’ — favors ptéki, notwithstanding the 


change in accent. 
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the number of the hands as of the fingers, numeration by 
pairs would seem to be a natural expedient for rising to the 
higher numbers. 

In various North American languages of the West and 
Southwest, we find ‘fours’ formed from ‘twos,’ ‘ eights’ 
from ‘ fours,’ and, more rarely, ‘ sixes’ and even ‘ nines’ from 
‘threes.’ Hast of the Rocky Mountains, traces of similar 
numeration are uncommon. The Dakota tépa 4=2 pairs, 
has been mentioned (p. 63). The Catawba (North Carolina) 
purre-purra 4, apparently comes, by reduplication, from na- 
perra 2; but both may have been derived from a common 
root, found also in du punna 1, pukte-arra 5, and dipk-urra 
6. In the (Algonkin) Cree, one of the two names for 8 
is ayendnet, which seems to be a ‘double 4’ (see p. 66, 
ante); and in the semi-Algonkin Shyenne, ndcuH is 1, endka 
‘a pair’; n2CH 2, entcH-anst ‘2 pairs,’ ni-nish-ish’ ‘ you two’ ; 
naa, πᾶ 3, e-na-hanst ‘a pair of threes,’ ‘3 pairs’ (Hayden). 

In the Athabascan family, Buschmann’s comparison of the 
numerals in twelve languages gives these results: 6 has an 
independent name in six languages and in six others is formed 
as 2x3 or 3x2; ὃ is expressed as 4χ 2 in eight languages, 
and 9 is formed on the 3 in only one.? 

For example, in the northern Athabascan, Howse’s vocabu- 
laries 4 give — 


Chepewyan 3, tahhee, 6, elke tahey. 
4, dinghee, 8, el/kee dinghe (also narky-ah-ahtah = 2 less). 
Biber 2, onghat : 
ἘΣ δεν oe , 8, enchet’hentir (2 Χ 4). 
4, tenter, 
8, tdhtir, 6, enchet’haty. 


In the southern branch of this family, the same system 
may be found, though less distinctly marked : 
Navajo 3, tha, 6, has-tdr, 9, nas-tav’. 
In another family, the Shoshoni (classed by Buschmann 
with the Sonora), doublets and triplets are common: 


Comanche 8, pa-hist, 6, dyoh-pafist. 
Chemehuevi 8, pa’, 6, πα-ῥαΐ. 
2, wart, 4, wat-chu’. 


ὁ Worttafel ἃ. Athapask. Sprachstamms (3te Abth. des Apache), §114, n. 2, 
* Proceedings of the Philological Society (London, 1850), iv. 192 ff. 
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Shoshoni 2, wat, 4, wat-suit. 
Cahuillo 2, mewn’, 4, mewi'chu. 
Kizh 2, huehe, 4, huatsa, 8, huehesh-huatsa. 


In one Yuma dialect, the Cuchan, we have 
« 8, hamook’, 6, humhook, 9, hum-hamook ; 
though in the Mojave, of the same group, the 6, 7, and 8 are 
regularly formed as 1, 2, 8 of the second hand. 

The numeral system of the Arikaras is peculiar, and 
deserves special notice. The Arikaras, or ‘Rees’ as they 
are called by the French traders, were originally the same 
people as the Pawnees of the Platte River, their language 
being nearly the same.° 

The first five Pawnee and Arikara numerals correspond 
nearly. From 6 to 10, the Pawnees proceed in the more 
common mode, by repeating 1, 2, and 3, as ‘added’ to 5, or 
‘of the second hand,’ and naming 9 as ‘less than 10. The 
Arikaras named 8 from 6 (by prefixing a particle), and the 
odd numbers 7 and 9 by a diminutive suffix to the name of 
the next higher even number: thus, 

6, sha'pis 8, tup-sha'pis 10, nukh-iné 

7, tup-sha pis-wan 9, nukh-ini-wan 
And so with occasional variations, numeration proceeds to 
20, which is ‘a man’—for the system is vigesimal; 12 is 
2110; 11is(2+10) minus; 18, ndkugit’-wan, is ‘less than’ 
14, ndékugit’, which, again, seems to- have been formed from 
15, akh’kogit’u (=akh'u gitu ‘the whole foot’). In the 
next quinate the names all come from the 20, wi-taw’ (wita 
‘a man’), those of 16 and 18 being the less composite and 
probably the older : 


20, witaw’ 18, witau’-an 16, wititch’ Ε 
19, υὑτέαιί -akhko-kaki 17, witutch -iskugit. 


The 19 is literally ‘man one-not.’ Dr. Hayden’s vocabulary 
gives the numerals as high as 1000, and similar derivation of 


5Dr. F. V. Hayden’s ‘Contributions to the Ethnology and Philology of 
Indian Tribes of the Missouri Valley” (Philadelphia, 1862), p. 351. His 
Arikara vocabulary is the best and largest yet published. For the Pawnee 
numerals, I use his “‘ Notes on the Pawnee (and other) Languages,” in Proc. 
Am. Philos. Society, vol. x. (1868), pp. 389ff.; and for the Arikara, have 
compared Prince Maximilian Wied-Neuwied’s vocabulary (Reise, T. 11. s. 465 ff.), 
and that of Geo. Catlin, in ‘‘ Letters and Notes on the N. A. Indians,” ii. 262. 
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lower from higher numbers is observable throughout, combined 
with the common expedients of vigesimal notation : 


30, sawi'u (saiti, Maxim.) 40, pitiku-nani = 2 persons 
32, witau-pitikokh’ini = 20 + 12 38, pitikunanu-wan = 40 — 
31, witau-pitikunikh ini-wan=(20+12)— 39, pritikunanu-akhokaki = 40, 1 not 


100 is ‘5 men,’ 98 is ‘5 men minus,’ and 99, ‘5 men, 1 not’; 
and so on. 


I will not add to the length of this paper by pointing out 
its shortcomings. “It is offered not as a contribution to 
American linguistics, but with the purpose of showing, by 
examples taken from a few families of American speech, that 
it is unsafe to assume uniformity in the conception or the 
expression of numbers, even in dialects of the same language, 
much less in languages whose affinity is not yet proved; and 
that it is equally unsafe to assume that the ‘hand’ or ‘finger’ 
always gives its own name to the number it serves to mark in 
digital numeration —in other, words, that ‘two’ must— 
Diandgsweon,-tmeers, -and..“tive’ or “δὴ =‘ hand’; that 
although a general correspondence of nuimeral series in two 
languages may justify the inference that both came from 
one stock, yet no evidence of such affinity is presented by 
occasional coincidences between single numerals in different 
languages or between the name of any number in one 
language and that of the ‘hand’ or ‘finger’ from which in 
another that name might have been derived; but that the 
value of such coincidences must depend on the analysis of the 
names and the ascertained meaning of their components or 
roots. I have thought it not impossible that, from a field as 
yet almost unworked, some of the results obtained in even so 
partial a survey might interest comparative philologists, as 
bearing on the question of the origin of ideas of number and 
the beginnings of the art of counting —antecedent to digital 
numeration. 

The comparison of only a few dialects is sufficient to prove 
that the process of mental development in the apprehension 
of numbers has not been uniform. The Algonkin Indian and 
the Arikara have not taken the same way from the primary 
conception of number to the full decimal system. It is 
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equally evident, that one tribe may have advanced further 
than another defore resorting to finger-counting or establishing 
a regular sequence of earlier-acquired conceptions of number. 
The priority of the conception of ‘one’ to that of ‘two,’ or of 
‘three’ to ‘four’—or of the vocal expression of either 
conception —1is not determined by priority in the numeral 
series. ΤῸ one tribe, progression by pairs may have seemed 
as natural as progression by units does to those of higher 
culture; and the result would be a’ system — partially 
represented by the Arikara —in which the even numbers 
were the earlier named, and the odd numbers intercalated, 
just as differences by halves or other fractional parts might be 
intercalated in the Indo-European decimal system. The pre- 
digital numerals so formed might include the 4, the natural 
order being : 
2, 1, 4, 3, 

that is: 

apair, less, 2 pairs, between (2 and 2x2). 
Or it might stop at the 3, as trans 2. No evidence is found 
that any tribe has advanced beyond 4 without digital 
numeration, and there are few numeral systems in which 
some reference to the hand or the fingers may not be detected 
in the name either of 3 or of 4. But when 3=‘ middle,’ 
‘between,’ or ‘half-way ’—as in the Algonkin languages — 
it is not possible to decide whether this meaning comes 
directly from the ‘middle finger’ (half-way to 5), or from 
position between ‘ pair’ and ‘pair of pairs,’ 1. 6. between 2 
and 4. 


VI. — On the Distinction between the Subjunctive and Optative 
Modes in Greek Conditional Sentences. 


By J. B. SEWALL, 
PROFESSOR OF GREEK IN BOWDOIN COLLEGE, BRUNSWICK, ME. 


In a discussion at the session of the Association last year 
upon the use of the subjunctive mode in Greek conditional 
sentences, it was maintained on the one hand, that the 
difference between the subjunctive and optative in these 
sentences was only that of more or less vivid presentation, 
that is, a difference of degree; on the other, that it was the 
difference of supposed fact as contingent and supposed fact as 
merely conceived, that is, a difference in kind. It is the 
object of this paper briefly to discuss this point. 

If we turn to the four classes of particular suppositions 
in Greek conditional sentences,* and ask how the fact of 
supposition is presented in each case, the answer, I think, 
will be somewhat as follows. 

In a conditional sentence of the first class, having in the 
condition «i with a present or past tense of the indicative, 
and in the conclusion the indicative without ἄν, or a verb 
of commanding, exhorting, or wishing, there is a simple 
supposition relating to the actual state of the case, to reality : 
e.g. Dem. Phil. 1. 29, εἰ δέ τις οἴεται μικρὰν ἀφορμὴν εἶναι σιτηρέσιον 
τοῖς στρατευομένοις ὑπάρχειν; οὐκ ὀρθῶς ἔγνωκεν, ‘if any one thinks 
it to be a small start for the soldiers to begin with ration- 
money, he is wrong.’ The condition, εἰ δέ τις οἴεται, ‘if any 
one thinks, or is thinking,’ is question of what really is, a 
supposition relating to actual fact. No implication that the 
fact supposed is or is not actual is involved. Dem. Phil. i. 
38, εἰ δ᾽ ἡ τῶν λόγων χάρις ἔργῳ ζημία γίγνεται, αἰσχρόν ἐστιν; κιτ.λ.» 
‘if agreeableness of speech proves a harm to deed, it is a 
shame,’ etc. Is it the fact? It either is or is not. The 
supposition relates clearly to actual fact. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 28, 
GAN εἴτε τοὺς θεοὺς ἵλεως εἶναί σοι βούλει, θεραπευτέον Tove θεούς, “ if 


1 * Goodwin’s Greek Modes and Tenses, ὃ 48. 
0 
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you wish the gods to be propitious, you must serve the gods.’ 
‘If you wish.” Do you wish or do you not? It is question 
of actual fact. THuc. 11. 45. ὃ, εἰ δέ με δεῖ καὶ γυναικείας τι 
ἀρετῆς μνησθῆναι, βραχείᾳ παραινέσει ἅπαν σημανῶ; ‘Tf itis needful 
at all for me to make mention, etc., I will declare all in a 
brief exhortation.’ Derm. Cor. 52, εἰ δ᾽ ἀπιστεῖς, ἐρώτησον αὐτούς, 
‘if you disbelieve, ask them.’ 

It would seem, then, that if we were to characterize a 
condition of the first class from the manner of its presenting 
the fact in supposition, we might call it a supposition relating 
to actual fact, generally implying nothing as to its existence 
in reality one way or the other, though sometimes assuming 
or taking it for granted. 

In the second class, having in the condition εἰ with a 
secondary tense of the indicative, in the conclusion ἄν with 
also a secondary tense of the indicative, we have plainly a 
supposition implying the contrary to be the fact: e.g. DEM. 
Phil. 1. 1, εἰ μὲν περὶ καινοῦ τινὸς πράγματος προὐτίθετο λέγειν, 
ἡσυχίαν ἂν ἦγον. ‘if it were proposed to treat of any new 
subject, I should keep silence,’ implying plainly that it is not 
proposed to treat of any new subject, and therefore he does not 
keep silence. Id. ib. 5, εἰ τοίνυν ὁ Φίλιππος τότε ταύτην ἔσχε THY 
γνώμην, οὐδὲν ἂν ὧν νυνὶ πεποίηκεν ἔπραξεν, ‘if then Philip at that 
time had entertained this opinion, he would have done none 
of those things which he now has done,’ implying that he did 
not entertain this opinion at that time, and therefore did do 
the things he has done. So always; and we may characterize 
a condition of the second class as a supposition implying the 
contrary to be the truth, or, for the sake of brevity, a 
supposition of contrary fact. 

Passing for the time being the third class, having in the 
condition ἐάν with the subjunctive, we have for the fourth 
class a conditional sentence with εἰ and the optative in the 
condition, and the optative with ἄν in the conclusion. An 
example is Dem. Phil. i. 25, εἰ yap ἔροιτό τις ὑμᾶς, εἰρήνην ἄγετε, 
ὦ ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι; μὰ Δί οὐχ ἡμεῖς ye, εἰποιτ᾽ ἄν, ‘for if any one 
should ask you, Are you at peace, O Athenians? No, by 
Zeus, we are not, you would say.’ ‘If any one should ask, 
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you would say.’ The fact of the supposition here is presented 
merely as hypothetical, merely as conceived, without reference 
or implication in any way as regards actual fact. Nor is it 
future any farther than a supposition of fact not a reality now 
nor in the past must be in the future if at all. The verbs in 
the condition and conclusion. égporo, εἵποιτε, are both in the ° 
aorist, which means that the Greeks eliminated the facts of 
the supposition from the element of time and held them in 
the mind as mere conceptions, never having . been, not 
now being, never to be, in reality, so far as this assertion 
is concerned. Again, Puat. Phaed. 67 BE, εἰ φοβοῖντο καὶ 
ἀγανακτοῖεν, ov πολλὴ ἂν ἀλογία ein; ‘if they should fear and 
complain, would it not be very absurd?’ Here, again, the 
fact of supposition is purely hypothetical, placed before the 
mind as a conception without any reference or implication 
in relation to reality, likewise not future except as in the 
previous case. So generally. The optative mode in the 
conditional sentence is the mode of possibility, that which 
might be, the mode of fact simply as conceived or existing 
asa conception inthe mind. Accordingly we may characterize 
a condition of the fourth class as a supposition of conceived fact. 

We return now to the conditional sentence of the third 
class, ἐάν with the subjunctive in the condition, and a 
principal tense of the indicative, commonly the future, or the 
imperative, in the conclusion. Puat. Phaed. 69 D, ἐκεῖσε 
ἐλθόντες TO σαφὲς εἰσόμεθα, ἐὰν θεὸς ἐθέλῃ, ‘when we shall have 
arrived there, we shall know the truth, if God wills.’ What 
is the force of the subjunctive ἐθέλῃ here? It expresses an 
action continuous, uncertain, and future: ‘if God be willing’ 
at that time. ‘The continuousness arises from the tense, 
which is present; the futurity partly from the tense of the 
principal clause expressing the fact, a future one, of which 
this is the condition, and partly from the mode, which, it 
seems to me, we may describe as the mode of uncertainty or 
contingency, that is, the mode by which the Greeks chose to 
represent an action as uncertain or contingent whether in 
reality it was so or not. The principal verb, εἰσόμεθα, expressly 
declares a fact, ‘ we shall know,’ but it is contingent, and the 
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mode used to express that contingency is the subjunctive. 
What would be the force if the sentence were a, conditional 
of the fourth class, that is, with the optative in both condition 
and conclusion, thus: εἰδεῖμεν ἄν, εἰ θεὸς ἐθέλοι ϑ It seems plain 
that the assumed fact expressed by the words ἐλθόντες ἐκεῖσε, 
‘when we shall have arrived there’ (into the future state), 
would be thrown back from an assumed fact into a simply 
conceived fact of condition, ‘if we should arrive there,’ and 
then the conclusion also would be thrown back into a simply 
conceived fact, ‘we should know,’ and the present condition, 
as expressing only uncertainty, would become a second 
condition, likewise of simply conceived fact, ‘if God should 
will.’ That is, the sentence in the first form positively 
declares a fact with a condition of mere contingency ; in the 
second, it presents the fact merely as a conception and its 
conditions also as conceived facts. The difference therefore 
is not one of degree, more or less vividness, but of kind, 
mere uncertainty or contingency on the one hand, and pure 
conception on the other. Dem. Phil. 1. 29, τοῦτ᾽ ἂν γένηται; 
προσποριεῖ τὰ λοιπὰ αὐτὸ TO στράτευμα ἀπὸ τοῦ πολέμου, ‘should this 
be done, the army itself will provide the remainder from the 
war.’ What, again, is the force of the subjunctive here? 
τοῦτ᾽ ἂν γένηται, ‘should this be done,’ ‘if this shall have 
been done.’ Is it not plainly question of fact which is 
uncertain, contingent, and not presented to the mind as a 
mere conception? If Demosthenes had said εἰ τοῦτο γένοιτο, 
προσπορίζοι ἂν τὰ λοιπά, κιτιλ.,» would he not have meant ‘if this 
should take place, the army itself would provide the 
remainder,’ etc., presenting the fact merely as a conception 
in the mind? And is there not plainly here a distinction 
in kind — fact in the first place as contingent, in the second 
as purely hypothetical—and not of degree, as more or 
less vivid? THuc. it. 39. 4, ἣν δέ που μορίῳ τινὶ προσμίξωσι, 
κρατήσαντές τε τινὰς ἡμῶν πάντας αὐχοῦσιν ἀπεῶσθαι, ‘if ever thcy 
have had an engagement with any small portion of our army, 
having conquered some, they boast that we all have been 
driven.’ “Hy προσμίξωσι, ‘if they may have engaged.’ What 
is the force of this subjunctive? It is an aorist —an action 
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‘brought to pass.’ It is in the past, not future. There is 
nothing future about it. It is not the positive declaration of 
an act as a positive fact. The speaker, rather, most evidently 
wished to present the case as an wneertainty. It may have 
taken place and it may not, so far as he asserts. He wishes 
not to say that it has, but to grant that it may have, and 
to leave his hearer to believe rather that it has. It is the 
assertion in supposition of uncertain fact. 

The last example is a general supposition,* and perhaps 
better illustrates the nature of the subjunctive mode than the 
third class particular. We will take another. EHurip. Ale. 
671, ἣν δ᾽ ἐγγὺς ἔλθῃ θάνατος, οὐδεὶς βούλεται θνήσκειν, ‘if ever death 
comes near, no one wishes to die.’ Here also is an aorist 
subjunctive in the condition, ¢\@) — aorist to signify that the 
fact is viewed as one ‘ brought to pass,’ done and complete 
in itself whatever the time be, past, present, or future, and 
subjunctive to represent the fact as an uncertain one, ‘if 
death may have come near.’ This is a general supposition 
of the first class, denoting a general fact now true, and it is 
easy to see why the Greeks should have used the mode of 
uncertainty — the subjunctive —in the hypothesis, since the 
fact may or may not be at any given time, while they would 
use the mode of pure hypothesis, of mere conception — the 
optative —in a general supposition of the second class, where 
the case supposed is in past time. Compare, for example, 

ἐάν τις τούτου Tin, ἀποθνήσκει, and 

εἴ τις τούτου πίοι, ἀπέθνησκεν. 
The first makes hypothesis of a fact which may take place now; 
the second, of a fact which possibly took place, which may be 
conceived of only as taking place, in past time. 

The same may be seen equally well in conditional relative 
sentences. Compare 


6 τι av βούληται, δώσω, I will give him whatever he may wish, and 
6 τι βούλοιτο, δοίην av, I should give him whatever he might wish. 


My conclusion then is, that the subjunctive in conditional 
sentences differs from the optative in that it is a form of the 
verb to represent the fact as uncertain, or, in general, 


* Goodwin, Greek Moods and Tenses, § 51. 
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contingent, while the optative is a form to represent it as 
merely conceived; and the difference between them is one 
not of degree, but of kind. And in accordance with what 
has been said, the four classes of conditional sentences 
particular may properly be described, viewing them with 
reference to the manner in which the fact of supposition is 
presented, the first, εἰ with the indicative, usually a primary 
tense, as a supposition relating to actual fact; the second, εἰ 
with the indicative, secondary tense, as a supposition relating 
to contrary fact, or implying that the contrary is the truth ; 
the third, ἐάν with the subjunctive, as a supposition relating 
to contingent fact; and the fourth, εἰ with the optative, 
as a supposition of conceived fact. 


VII. — On the Age of Xenophon at the Time of the Anabasis. 
By CHARLES D. MORRIS, 


OF LAKE MOHEGAN, PEEKSKILL, N. Y. 


THE biographies of Xenophon represent that he was born 
in B. C. 444 or 448, and that he was in consequence forty- 
three or forty-two years old at the time he joined the 
expedition of Cyrus. So far as I have been able to examine 
the current authorities, I do not find any who do not give 
their adhesion to this view. The life of Xenophon prefixed 
to the edition of Prof. Anthon, which is mainly taken from 
that in the Penny Cyclopedia, that in the edition of Prof. 
Boise, that prefixed to Kuhner’s edition, and that in Smith’s 
Dictionary of Biography, are unanimous on this point. These 
all acknowledge their obligations to a tract of C. G. Krier, 
published at Halle in 1822, entitled ‘“‘ De Xenophontis Vita 
Quaestiones Oriticae,’ which I have unfortunately been 
unable to procure or even to get a sight of, and I can in 
consequence deal with it only at second hand.* Sir G. C. 


* Since this paper was read, Mr. A. Van Name, Librarian of Yale College, 
kindly sent me a volume containing a number of Kriiger’s philological papers, 
and among them this discussion of Xenophon’s age. I find that the “lives” 
_ above referred to have extracted all that is of weight in it, and the perusal of it 
has not led me to alter my own opinion in any degree. 


On the Age of Xenophon at the Time of the Anabasis. 83 


Lewis, also, in a note on a learned article in the Classical 
Museum (vol. ii. p. 17), says incidentally: ‘“ Xenophon was 
about forty-two years old in B. C. 401, and consequently was 
born about 443.” Clinton, indeed, in his Fasti Hellenici 
(sub ann. 401), though he holds the same opinion, refers to 
a note in Mitford’s History of Greece, in which the latter, 
rejecting the main authority for the current belief which I 
will quote presently, attempts to establish that Xenophon was 
not more than thirty years old at the time of the Anabasis 
by two arguments which Clinton quotes and of which the 
one cannot be verified and the other is not true. This is 
unfortunate for me, as I purpose to maintain the view which ~ 
Mitford adopted and to press it even further than he did; 
and it is with reluctance that 1 am thus compelled to discredit 
by anticipation my own position. Moreover, Prof. Boise, 
still, I presume, following Kruger, refers to several of the 
points, which I shall adduce, only to reject their force. But 
I think that the present case is one in which the whole power 
of an argument is lost if it be merely alluded to and not stated 
in full, and therefore I hope you will allow me to consider as 
an open question one supposed to have been long ago settled, 
and to lay before you the evidence on both sides. 


My own early impression of Xenophon’s age at the time 
of the Anabasis was derived from a passage in Bacon’s 
‘¢ Advancement of Learning,” which I shall venture to read. 

‘‘And here it were fit to leave this point touching the 
concurrence of military virtue and learning; for what example 
would come with any grace after those two of Alexander and 
Caesar ? were it not in regard of the rareness of circumstance 
that I find in one other particular, as that which did so 
suddenly pass from extreme scorn to extreme wonder; and 
it is of Xenophon the philosopher, who went from Socrates’ 
school into Asia, in the expedition of Cyrus the younger 
against King Artaxerxes. This Xenophon at that time was 
very young, and never had seen the wars before ; neither had 
any command in the army, but only followed the war as a 
voluntary, for the love and conversation of Proxenus his 
friend. He was present when Falinus came in message from 
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the great king to the Grecians, after that Cyrus was slain in 
the field, and they a handful of men left to themselves in the 
midst of the king’s territories, cut off from their country by 
many navigable rivers and many hundred miles. The message 
imported that they should deliver up their arms and submit 
themselves to the king’s mercy. To which message before 
answer was made, divers of the army conferred familiarly 
with Falinus; and amongst the rest Xenophon happened to 
say, ‘ Why, Falinus, we have now but these two things left, 
our arms and our virtue! and if we yield up our arms, how 
shall we make use of our virtue?’ Whereto Falinus, smiling 
on him, said, ‘If I be not deceived, young gentleman, you are 
an Athenian, and I believe you study philosophy, and it is 
pretty that you say; but you are much abused, if you think 
your virtue can withstand the king’s power.’ Here was the 
scorn; the wonder followed; which was that this young 
scholar, or philosopher, after all the captains were murdered 
in parley by treason, conducted those ten thousand foot, 
through the heart of all the king’s high countries, from 
Babylon to Graecia in safety, in despite of all the king’s 
forces, to the astonishment of. the world, and the encourage- 
ment of the Grecians in time succeeding to make invasion 
upon the kings of Persia, as was afterwards purposed by 
Jason the Thessalian, attempted by Agesilaus the Spartan, 
and achieved by Alexander the Macedonian, all upon the 
ground of the act of that young scholar.” 

It was, I confess, with a certain amount of dismay that, 
when it became my duty to teach boys their Xenophon, I 
found that this spirited sketch of Bacon’s must have its 
most characteristic touches blotted out; that probably it 
was not Xenophon at all who was the object of Phalinus’s 
scorn; and that, if it was Xenophon, he was no youthful 
inexperienced scholar, but a middle-aged veteran. In the 
passage of the Anabasis referred to (ii. 1. 12), the best MSS. 
read Θεόπομπος. Kriiger indeed maintains that Zevddwr is the 
true reading, and thinks that the name Θεόπομπος crept into 
the text from a marginal note of a scholiast, which may 
perhaps have been Θεόπομπος dé Πρόξενον τοῦτο εἰπεῖν φησί, as in 
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fact the mot is attributed to Proxenus by Diodorus. I myself 
am glad to agree with Kriiger in his conclusion on this point, 
as it is probable that the historian Theopompus in his σύνταξις 
Ἑλληνικῶν did treat at length of the expedition of Cyrus, and 
there is no other indication in the Anabasis that an Athenian 
of that name was present in the army. Ido not, however, 
consider that the point I wish to establish needs any such 
repudiation of MS. authority; and I shall therefore leave 
Theopompus in the enjoyment of such credit as this single 
incident can give him. 

The only argument adduced in support of the assumption 
that Xenophon was born about B. C. 444 is the fact that 
Strabo and Diogenes Laertius report that Xenophon was 
present at the battle of Delium, which occurred in the latter 
part of B. C. 424, and was saved in the subsequent flight by 
the intervention of Socrates. Strabo’s story is as follows. - 

In his description of Boeotia, he comes to the south-easterly 
corner, and says: εἶτα Δήλιον τὸ ἱερὸν τοῦ ᾿Απόλλωνος ἐκ Δήλου 
ἀφιδρυμένον, Tavaypaiwy πολίχνιον, Αὐλίδος διέχον σταδίοις τριάκοντα, 
ὅπου μάχῃ ληφθέντες ᾿Αθηναῖοι ἔφυγον ᾿ ἐν δὲ τῇ φυγῇ πεσόντα ap ἵππου 
Ξενοφῶντα τὸν Τρύλλου ἰδὼν κείμενον Σωκράτης ὃ φιλόσοφος στρατεύων 
πεζός, τοῦ ἵππου γεγονότος ἐκποδών, ἀνέλαβε τοῖς ὥμοις αὑτοῦ καὶ ἔσωσεν 
ἐπὶ πολλοὺς σταδίους, ἕως ἐπαύσατο ἡ φυγή. (Strabo, Book ΠΡῸΣ Dp. 
403, Ed. Cas.) Diogenes Laertius, in his life of Socrates 
(1.22). speaks as follows: ἐπεμελεῖτο δὲ καὶ σωμασκίας καὶ ἦν 
εὐέκτης. ᾿Εστρατεύσατο γοῦν εἰς ᾿Αμφίπολιν Ἐ καὶ Ξενοφῶντα ἀφ᾽ ἵππου 
πεσόντα ἐν τῇ κατὰ Δήλιον μάχῃ διέσωσεν ὑπολαβών" ὅτε καί, πάντων 
φευγόντων ᾿Αθηναίων, αὐτὸς ἠρέμα ἀνεχώρει, παρεπιστρεφόμενος ἡσυχῇ 
καὶ τηρῶν ἀμύνασθαι εἰ τίς οἱ ἐπέλθοι. 

Now, if this story is true, it is assumed that Xenophon 
must have been at least in his twentieth year; as youths 
between the ages of eighteen and twenty were formed into a 
kind of horse-patrol, under the name of περίπολοι, to guard the 


* Diogenes refers here in all probability to the expedition of B.C. 432-480 
against Potidaea, in the winter blockade of which place Socrates served with 
conspicuous hardihood. (Piat. Symp. p. 220 a.) He is said to have been 
also on the expedition which Cleon led in B. C. 422 to attempt the recovery of 
Amphipolis; but, though he no doubt did his duty there as elsewhere, I can find 
no mention of any unusual gallantry or endurance displayed by him in that 
service. This may, therefore, be a further instance of the inaccuracy of Diogenes. 
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frontier, but were not required to serve beyond it; and, 
though the so-called battle of Delium was actually fought 
within the limits of the Athenian territory in the vicinity of 
Oropus, it is taken for granted that because Delium, the 
objective point of the expedition, was over the boundary, 
Xenophon could not have been permitted to take part in it 
unless he had passed beyond the age of the περίπολοι. But, 
when you read the narrative of Thucydides, and remember 
that Delium was only about a mile from the border territory 
of Oropus, and Oropus itself only a day’s march from Athens, 
you feel that Grote has good ground for saying, as he does, 
that ‘*it is probable that men of all ages, arms, and dispositions 
crowded to join the march, in part from mere curiosity and 
excitement.’’ Assuming, therefore, for the moment the truth 
of the story in Diogenes, Xenophon may well have been from 
five to ten years younger than it is asserted that he was at 
the time of the battle of Delium; and this reasoning of mine 
should find favor with those who wish to accept the literal 
truth of Strabo’s statement that Socrates took him on his 
shoulders, and carried him safely for several, stades. 

But this conjecture is in my judgment by no means sufficient 
to harmonize the story with the passages I shall presently 
quote from the Anabasis; and I am forced, therefore, to 
discredit it altogether. No doubt both Strabo and Diogenes 
found the fact asserted in the authorities they consulted. — 
But you must remember that Strabo was a contemporary of 
Augustus, and lived certainly some years into the reign of 
Tiberius; while Diogenes probably flourished at the close of 
the second century after Christ, and is by some placed as low 
as the time of Constantine. Strabo was no doubt accurate 
and painstaking in the verification of his statements as to 
matters of geography; but such stories as the one in question 
were probably introduced into his account by way of enlivening 
it and without any special examination into their truth or 
falsehood. It was enough for him that such a story was 
current in reference to the locality to warrant him in inserting 
it. Diogenes, however, was eminently uncritical. The writer 
of his life in Smith’s Dictionary (Adolf Stahr) says of him: 
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“His work is in reality nothing but a compilation of the most 
heterogeneous and often directly contradictory accounts, put 
together without plan, criticism, or connection.” “* His object 
evidently was to furnish a book which was to amuse its readers 
by piquant anecdotes.” ‘The traces of carelessness and 
mistakes are very numerous; much in the work is confused, 
and there is also much which is quite absurd.” “ In order 
to rescue the common sense of the writer, critics have had 
recourse to the hypothesis that the present work is a mutilated 
abridgment of the original production of Diogenes.” I 
maintain, therefore, that an anecdote which we find introduced 
incidentally into the work of a geographer who lived four 
hundred years after the time of the alleged occurrence, and 
into the work of an uncritical biographer of philosophers who 
lived at least six hundred years after it, is not to be accepted 
as true, if there is any considerable weight of probability 
against it, and much less so if the acceptance of it renders 
several statements in the writings of the subject of the anecdote 
preposterous and absurd. 

First, then, as to the antecedent improbability of Xenophon’s 
having been present, under the circumstances supposed, at the 
battle of Delium. 

1. The story is not perhaps irreconcilable, but it is certainly 
not in obvious accord, with the fact stated in Plutarch’s life 
of Alcibiades, that “in the battle of Delium, when the 
Athenians were routed, and Socrates with a few others were 
retreating on foot, Alcibiades, who was on horseback, observing 
it, would not pass on, but stayed to shelter him from the 
danger, and brought him safe off, though the enemy pressed 
hard upon them and cut many off.’ The natural inference 
from this would be that Socrates had quite enough to do to 
save himself, and was not in a condition to take on his 
shoulders a young man of twenty, and walk off with him for 
several stades.* 


* It is notable that Kriiger is inclined to question the accuracy of this narrative 
of Plutarch, on the ground that Alcibiades, in Plato’s “ Banquet” (pp. 220, 221), 
when he is represented as pronouncing his panegyric on Socrates, does not claim 
to have contributed anything to his safety. But Kriiger has not a word to say 
about the singular fact that Xenophon, in is own Memorabilia, makes no allusion 
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2. On the assumption that Xenophon was of military age 
at the time of the battle of Delium, where was he and what 
was he doing during the remaining twenty years of the war? 
It is hard to believe that a man of such remarkable resource 
and practical efficiency should have remained unemployed 
during all the exciting scenes of the Sicilian expedition and 
on the coast of Asia Minor; and it is nearly as incredible 
that, if he had been engaged in those affairs, he would have 
told us nothing about them himself (for reticence about his 
own achievements is certainly not to be attributed to him), 
or that we should have had no notices of his adventures from 
other sources. | 

3. It is highly improbable that, if he had been indebted for 
the saving of his life to Socrates, we should have had no 
intimation of so striking a fact in any of his numerous 
writings, particularly when one of them is expressly devoted 
to the vindication of the character of Socrates as in all respects — 
a good citizen. 

4. Lucian (in his Μακρόβιοι, §21) states that Xenophon 
lived beyond his ninetieth year. ‘This may very well be the 
case. But it is hard to believe that he could have maintained 
to the verge of that age so much literary activity as he was 
exhibiting at or after the date of the battle of Mantinea, 
B. C. 362. The narrative of the Hellenica is continued to 
that date, when he must have been, according to the common 
view, elghty-two years old. But this is not all; for in Hell. 
vi. 4. 35, the assassination of Alexander of Pherae is 
mentioned, which Clinton and Grote place in B. C. 359, when 
Xenophon would have been eighty-five years old, and Diodorus 
places three years later; and at the end of the chapter an 
expression is used which would suggest that a considerable 
interval elapsed between. the murder and the writing of the 
narrative: τῶν δὲ ταῦτα πραξάντων ἄχρις οὗ ὅδε ὁ λόγος ἐγράφετο 
Τισίφονος πρεσβύτατος ὧν τῶν ἀδελφῶν τὴν ἀρχὴν εἶχε. Moreover, 
the last chapter of the Cyropaedia, called the Epilogus, which, 


to his own supposed debt to Socrates. Kriiger does not observe, moreover, that 
in the “‘ Banquet,” though Alcibiades describes Socrates’s dauntless bearing in the 
face of the foe, he does not mention his having Xenophon on his back, which 
would have surely enhanced greatly the noteworthiness of the scene. 
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though its genuineness has been questioned, is now, I believe, 
generally recognized as a fitting conclusion to the book, speaks 
of events connected with the revolt of certain satraps from 
Artaxerxes Mnemon, which occurred B. C. 361; and Xenophon 
undoubtedly wrote his Hipparchicus and his Poroi after. the 
repeal of the decree for his banishment, which Kruger places 
in the same year as the battle of Mantinea, B. C. 362. He 
must, therefore, have been engaged on at least four of his 
works after he was, as is generally assumed, eighty-two 
years old; I say ‘at least,’ for the passage at the beginning of 
the third book of the Hellenica, in which Xenophon speaks 
of an account of the expedition and retreat of the Greeks 
having been written by a certain Themistogenes of Syracuse, 
induces Schneider to conclude decisively that the Anabasis 
was written after the Hellenica. This, however, is very 
doubtful on other grounds. 

5. Photius states that Xenophon was a pupil of Isocrates, 
who was born B. C. 436. This may be true, as George Long 
Gn Smith’s Dict.) says; but, if it is true, it is at least 
exceedingly improbable that Xenophon should have been born 
eight years before his future teacher. 

I now pass to the passages in the Anabasis which bear 
upon the question, and which seem to me to prove that if 
Xenophon was at the battle of Delium at all, he must have 
been so in the same sense as that in which in the Scripture 
Levi is said to have paid tithes to Melchisedec.* 

1. In the last chapter of Book il. we are told that of the 
five generals who were assassinated, Proxenus was about 
thirty years old (ἐτῶν ὡς τριάκοντα ), Clearchus about fifty (ἀμφὶ 
τὰ πεντήκοντα ἔτη), While Agias and Socrates were about 
thirty-five (ἤστην ἄμφω ἀμφὶ ra πέντε καὶ τριάκοντα ἔτη ἀπὸ γενεᾶς). 
Menon’s age is not mentioned ; but it may be inferred from 
what is stated that he was considerably younger than any of 
the others. Now Xenophon joined the expedition through 
the influence of Proxenus, who was, according to the view 1 
am criticizing, his junior by thirteen years. It is antecedently 
improbable that influence such as this would have been exerted 


* Heb. vii. 9, 10. 
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by a young man upon one so much his senior. But omitting 
this point, with which circumstances may have had something 
to do, itis at least certain that Xenophon must have been 
perfectly familar with the phenomenon of men of thirty or 
thirty-five years of age discharging the functions of generals, 
and he could not, therefore, if he were older than this, have 
appeared to himself too young to exercise such functions. 
It is of course true that, in case of an election of their 
commander by the soldiers, a man of mature years and an 
experienced veteran would, other things being equal, be 
preferred to a mere youth of no recognized preéminence. 
But, in the absence of any lex annalis to control them, soldiers 
in such a strait as the Greeks were in would be likely to yield 
submission to the man, whatever were his age, who seemed 
to possess in the highest degree the qualities needed for their 
deliverance; and certainly if they were, as was the case with 
Proxenus’s officers, accustomed to obey a man of thirty, they 
would not be likely to look upon a man of forty-three as too 
young for the position. But what does Xenophon say (iii. 1. 
14) when. he tells us his meditations after awaking from his 
dream? ‘No one,” he says, “is taking any thought about 
our dangers. Why do I wait for the general of some other 
city to undertake these things? and what age do I expect to 
come to myself? for I shall not be any older if I give myself 
up to the enemy to-day”; or, as Grote puts it, “‘ Why do I 
wait for any man older than myself or for any man of a 
different city to begin (ποίαν δ᾽ ἡλικίαν ἐμαυτῷ ἐλθεῖν ἀναμένω ; ob 
γὰρ ἔγωγ᾽ ἔτι πρεσβύτερος ἔσομαι, ἐὰν τήμερον προδῶ ἐμαυτὸν τοῖς 
πολεμίοιο) ἢ Here the word ἡλικίαν, which by itself implies 
simply ‘time of life,’ is confined to the notion of ‘ youth’ by 
the subsequent πρεσβύτερος. 

2. When Xenophon has roused the captains of Proxenus, 
and has expressed to them his anxiety and his views as to 
the proper course to be pursued, he says (ili. 1. 24; I use 
again Grote’s adaptation): ‘‘ Let us not wait for any one else to 
come as monitor to us; let us take the lead, and communicate 
the stimulus of honor to others. Do you show yourselves 
now the best of the lochages, more worthy of being generals 
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than the generals themselves. Begin at once, and I desire 
only to follow you. But if you order me into the front rank, 
I shall obey without pleading my youth ‘as an excuse, 
accounting myself of complete maturity, when the purpose is 
to save myself from ruin” (ili. 1. 25, κἀγὼ δέ, εἰ μὲν ὑμεῖς ἐθέλετε 
ἐξορμᾶν ἐπὶ ταῦτα, ἕπεσθαι ὑμῖν βούλομαι" εἰ δ᾽ ὑμεῖς τάττετέ με τος 
οὐδὲν προφασίζ ομαι τὴν ἡλικίαν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀκμάζειν ἡγοῦμαι ἐρύκειν ἀπ᾽ 
ἐμαυτοῦ τὰ κακά). How absurd would it have appeared to 
Proxenus’s captains, accustomed as they were to obey the 
commands of a man of thirty, to hear a man of forty-three 
suggesting that perhaps he might enue to them too young 
to act as their leader! 

3. After suggesting the best Pen anion for the army on its 
march, Xenophon proposes that the officers who are to 
command on each quarter shall be at once selected, and says: 
‘¢ Let Cheirisophus lead the van, since he is a Lacedaemonian ; 
and let two of the oldest generals have charge of the two 
wings; and let me and Timasion, who are the younger, guard 
the rear ”’ (iu. Us ST, ὀπισθοφυλακῶμεν δὲ ἡμεῖς οἱ νεώτεροι; ἐγώ τε 
καὶ Τιμασίων, τὸ νῦν εἶναι). We are not told the ages of the 
generals who were chosen to fill the places of those who had 
been murdered; but it is exceedingly improbable that they 
were all over forty ;* and yet they must have been considerably 
so, if Xenophon, being forty-three, could speak of himself as 
younger than they. 

4. When it is necessary to make a supreme effort to gain a 
certain height, in order to dislodge the enemy from their 
threatening position, Xenophon, discussing the matter with 
Cheirisophus, says that he will either take command of the 
force which is to scale the height or stay with the army in 
the plain, and Cheirisophus, not to be outdone in generosity, 
replies: ‘* Well, I allow you to choose which you please” ; 
and then we are told that ‘‘ Xenophon, saying that he is the 
younger, elects to go” (ili. 4. 42, εἰπὼν 6 Ξενοφῶν ὅτι νεώτερός 
ἐστιν, αἱρεῖται πορεύεσθαι). Here again there is the same assertion 


* It is proper to say that Kriiger assumes the truth of this improbability, and, 
if I understand him, believes it likely that the rank and file of the army also’ 
consisted of men over forty. I do not think that many who consider the 
circumstances under which the Cyreian force was collected will agree with him. 
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of comparative youthfulness, which would have seemed 
impertinent and ridiculous in.a man of middle age. 

5. When the Greeks had reached Trapezus, and, after 
vainly waiting for a number of vessels sufficient to transport 
the whole army, decided that they must make a move, they 
placed on board the ships which they had secured the feeble 
and those above forty years with the children and women, and 
they placed Philesius and Sophaenetus, the eldest of the 
generals, in charge of them (v. ὃ. 1, καὶ εἰς μὲν τὰ πλοῖα τούς τε 
ἀσθενοῦντας ἐνεβίβασαν καὶ τοὺς ὑπὲρ τετταράκοντα ἔτη καὶ παῖδας 
καὶ γυναῖκας ----καὶ Φιλήσιον καὶ Σοφαίνετον, τοὺς πρεσβυτάτους τῶν 
στρατηγῶν, εἰσβιβάσαντες τούτων ἐκέλευον ἐπιμελεῖσθαι). Here it is 
to be observed that it is manifest that only a small number of 
men in the army were as old as forty years; for they had 
only a small number of vessels, and the subsequent fighting 
strength of the enemy was not seriously lessened; and that 
two of the other generals are distinctly spoken of as older 
than their brother officers. 

6. On a certain occasion, Neon, who was in command of 
the division of Cheirisophus, when the army was in great 
straits for provisions, led out two thousand volunteers for an 
attack on some Bithynian villages, though the sacrifices 
persisted in presenting unfavorable indications. Subsequently 
his force was surprised by the horsemen of Pharnabazus, and 
five hundred of them were cut off, and the rest took refuge 
on a mountain. On hearing this, Xenophon, first sacrificing 
one of the baggage oxen, hurried to their aid, and with him 
all the others up to thirty years (vi. 4. 25, ἐβοήθει καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι 
οἱ μέχρι τριάκοντα ἐτῶν ἅπαντες). One would naturally infer 
from this that Xenophon did not appear conspicuously unequal 
to his comrades, as he would have done if he had been nearly 
forty-five years old. For in the following chapter (vi. 5. 4) 
we are told that after this reverse the generals organized an 
expedition for forage, leaving the slaves and mixed multitude 
(τὸν ὄχλον καὶ τὰ ἀνδράποδα.) in a strongly fortified camp with 
Neon to guard it (οἱ μὲν δὴ ἄλλοι πάντες ἐξήεσαν; Νέων δὲ οὐ " ἐδόκει 


γὰρ κάλλιστον εἶναι τοῦτον φύλακα καταλιπεῖν τῶν ἐπὶ τὸ στρατόπεδον). 


On the Age of Xenophon at the Time of the Anabasis. 93 


And then it is said* that when Neon’s captains and soldiers, 
feeling ashamed to stay behind when the rest had gone forth, 
left those who were in the camp with Neon, then all went 
forth on the expedition, and only those were left behind who 
were more than forty-five years old (κατέλιπον αὐτοῦ rove ὑπὲρ 
πέντε καὶ τετταράκοντα ἔτη), from which we may gather that an 
age such as is commonly attributed to Xenophon was generally 
regarded as affording some justification for a certain remissness 
and willingness to be behind a rampart. 

7. After the Greeks had taken service with Seuthes, when 
it was necessary to make a very rapid attack, Xenophon 
dismounted from his horse, and on being asked why he did so, 
replied that the hoplites would run faster and more cheerfully 
if he led them on foot; and then it is said that Xenophon 
ordered the men who were not over thirty to join him from 
the companies, and that he himself ran fast with these, while 
Cleanor (who is mentioned in 11. 1. 10 as πρεσβύτατος ὦν) led 
the rest of the Greeks (vil. ὃ. 46, Ξενοφῶν δὲ παρηγγύησε rove 
εἰς τριάκοντα ἔτη παριέναι ἀπὸ THY λόχων εὐζώνους. Kal αὐτὸς μὲν 
ἐτρόχαζε τούτους ἔχων" Κλεάνωρ δ᾽ ἡγεῖτο τῶν ἄλλων ᾿'Ἑλλήνων). 
Here again the natural inference is that Xenophon was 
certainly not inferior in bodily activity to those who were 
under thirty, and that therefore he was himself probably 
under thirty. 

There are several other passages which I might quote, in 
which, though he says nothing by which his own age is 
directly implied, he calls attention to the fact that others are 
of more or less advanced ages (πρεσβύτεροι Or πρεσβύτατοι). 
Now I think that this is of itself an indication of youthfulness 
on the part of the person who so speaks or writes. For as it 
cannot be supposed that there were any in the army who 
were what we should call really old men, it would be an 
impertinence for a person who was himself forty-three years 
old to talk about his comrades so readily as Xenophon does 
as being “ older”’ or ‘ oldest.”’ 

There is only one passage in the Anabasis which is supposed 


* This passage is a little obscure. I give substantially the interpfetation of 
Kuhner and Freund. 
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to imply that Xenophon was a man of mature years. It is 
when Seuthes, among other fair promises by which he hoped 
to induce Xenophon to engage the Greek army to take service 
with him, says: ‘‘And to you, Xenophon, I will give a 
daughter of mine; and if you have a daughter, I will buy her 
after the Thracian manner” (vii. 2. 88, σοὶ δὲ, ὦ Ξενοφῶν, καὶ 
θυγατέρα δώσω, καί, εἰ τις σοὶ ἔστι θυγάτηρ, ὡνήσομαι. Θρᾳκίῳ νόμῳ). 
This, it is said, implies that Xenophon must have seemed to 
Seuthes old enough to have a marriageable daughter. But 
no such inference is necessary. For anything we know to the 
contrary, Xenophon, though as young as I think he was, may 
have been bronzed by the hardship and exposure he had 
encountered during the previous months so as to look as old as 
Kruger makes him; or Seuthes may have thought that perhaps 
he had an infant daughter whom he might purchase, in eastern 
fashion, for his harem; or, more probable than either of these 
suppositions, it may have been an offer made as recklessly 
and with as little thought or care for the possibility of its 
fulfillment as any other of the engagements which Seuthes 
entered into at the same time. There is, moreover, a passage 
subsequently (vii. 6. 84) in which Xenophon implies distinctly 
that he had no children at that time. 

My own strong impression is that Xenophon was under 
twenty-five at the time of the Anabasis, though, of course, I 
do not pretend to have established anything so precise as this; 
and that, therefore, whether it was Xenophon or a certain 
Theopompus at whom the repartee of Phalinus was aimed, 
we may still allow the account of scorn and wonder to stand 
as Bacon puts it. If we believe that Xenophon was ‘a mere 
youth, the remarks which Grote makes on the superiority of 
Athenian training as compared with that of other parts of 
Greece will be felt to be more strikingly appropriate; and I 
quote a few lines of them in order to call due attention to the 
personal qualities which Xenophon possessed, and which 
secured the admission of his superiority notwithstanding his 
apparent youthfulness. Grote says, in his account of the 
ready way in which Xenophon’s suggestions were adopted : 
‘“¢ Cheirisophus had not only been before in office as one of 
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the generals, but he was also a native of Sparta, whose 
supremacy and name were at that moment all-powerful. 
Kleanor had been before, not indeed a general, but a lochage, 
or one in the second rank of officers. He was an elderly 
man, and he was an Arcadian, while more than the numerical 
half of the army consisted of Arcadians and Achaeans. 
Either of these two, therefore, and various others besides, 
enjoyed a sort of prerogative or established starting-point for 
taking the initiative in reference to the dispirited army. But 
Xenophon was comparatively a young man”? —I should say, a 
very young man — “ with little military experience. He was 
not an officer at all. He had nothing to start with except 
his personal qualities and previous training.” ‘‘In him are 
exemplified those peculiarities of Athens —- spontaneous and 
forward impulse as well in conception as in execution, 
confidence under circumstances which made others despair, 
persuasive discourse and publicity of discussion made 
subservient to practical business, so as at once to appeal 
to the intelligence, and stimulate the active zeal, of the 
multitude.”’ ‘*The Athenian Xenophon was among the few 
who could think, speak, and act with equal efficiency.” ‘It 
was this tripartite accomplishment, the exclusive possession 
of which, in spite of constant jealousy on the part of the 
Boeotian officers and comrades of Proxenus, elevated Xenophon 
into the most ascendent position in the Cyreian army.” 


VIII. — Doce or Oeaee — Natural or Conventional ? 
BY WILLIAM D. WHITNEY, 


PROFESSOR OF SANSKRIT AND COMPARATIVE PHILOLOGY IN YALE COLLEGE. 


THE Greeks, it is well known, disputed of old with one 
another whether the names of things existed φύσει, ‘by nature,’ 
or θέσει, ‘by attribution’ — that is, as we should say, ‘ by 
convention.’ Into the history of this dispute, into the ques- 
tion as to what philosophers took ground on the one side and 
on the other, with what arguments they supported their 
views, and how near they came to a final agreement, there 


96 W. D. Whitney, 


is no need that we enter. Their basis of argument was so 
much more restricted than ours that their discussions would. 
have for us only a historical interest; and the inquiry itself 
is still a living one. Notwithstanding all the progress that 
linguistic science has made in this century, general opinion — 
nay, even the opinion of linguistic scholars, of writers upon 
language — is still so far at variance that both answers are 
given. This may be, at least in part, not so much from a 
real essential difference of view, as from a different under- 
standing of the meaning of the terms used. But, whichever 
it be, the discordance is not to the credit of the new science 
of language: if that science has not been able yet to settle 
so fundamental a question, between views as different as white 
and black, it cannot claim to have accomplished much; it is 
still in its infancy. 

It may be sufficient to quote, as the starting-point of our 
own inquiry, the expressed opinion of one well-known and 
highly meritorious author, Archbishop Trench, of Dublin. 
In his “ Study of Words” (p. 175, note), he remarks, after 
noting the fact of the dispute, whether words were θέσει 
or φύσει, “it is needless to say that the last is the truth” ; and 
one seems to see on his face the smile of conscious superiority 
to those poor Greeks, who labored so long over a matter which 
could be settled in half a sentence, by a mere unargumenta- 
tive ““1ὖ is needless to say,’ without statement of reasons or 
explanation of meaning. And the Archbishop is supported, 
solidly and heartily, by that immense majority of the human 
race who know each his own language alone, and who are 
persuaded that only those that speak it really speak at all. 
Every linguistic scholar is aware how wide-spread and _ deep- 
rooted this feeling has been and still is; how it has been the_ 
foundation of many a race-name, assumed by the race to itself 
as self-asserted ‘speakers,’ all outsiders being “ barbarians”’ 
or ‘babblers.’ And it would be very easy to find even in our 
enlightened communities men who, though they may know 
that other people have other names for things than their own, 
yet believe, outspokenly or in their secret hearts, that those 
are mere nicknames, only their own being the real thing. 
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Doubtless we should do wrong to assume that Trench and his 
fellows hold names in this sense to exist φύσει: that is to say, 
that for every conception there exists a single ‘‘ natural” 
name, all the others being ‘unnatural,’ or “ artificial,” 
or whatever else they may choose to set up as opposed to 
“natural.” 

For, as every well-informed person is aware nowadays, 
there are for our current conceptions as many different names, 
names somewhat unlike or totally diverse, as there are lan- 
guages in the world — let us say, a thousand; and, apparently, 
each one of the thousand has as good a right to claim that 
it exists φύσει as any of the other nine hundred ninety and 
nine. Can any good reason be discovered why the term 
applies to one more than to another? or why it belongs alike 
to all? 

Each of the thousand plainly has its own supporting 
community, its constituency. Perhaps, then, each corresponds 
to the peculiar nature of its community, comes φύσει to every 
individual member thereof. There are, in plenty, differences 
of race-endowment, differences of common circumstance 
and education, of community atmosphere; with some of 
these the differences of expression may be correlated. May 
be so, certainly; but are they so? As regards race, it is 
indeed true to a very considerable extent that men of the 
same race employ more or less kindred expressions for a good 
part of their common conceptions. But then, there are ways 
enough of accounting for this without involving the answer 
φύσει; and there are also exceptions enough to make us cast 
out this answer as impossible. ‘Take, for example, the full- 
blooded Celt of Ireland who uses only English names for 
things, the one of Wales who uses only Celtic, the one of 
France (there must probably be such, if there were only a test 
by which we could discover him,) who uses only Romanic. 
Take the Jew of pure lineage, talking just as the community 
talks with whom his lot happens to be cast. Note what 
names the African uses, in the various lands of his former or 
present servitude, while bearing in his aspect the most 
convincing marks of undiluted descent. Or come into an 
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American community, and pick out, by a little careful exam-’ 
ination or genealogic inquiry, the representatives of a dozen 
diverse nationalities, and find them all calling the same 
things by the same names, knowing no other. This does not 
look very much as if names came by any kind of φύσις that is 
characteristic of a race. As for one that should be charac- 
teristic of a grade of ability, a cast of personal disposition 
and character, a tone of education and enlightenment, that is 
still more out of the question; every one knows that in any 
single community of accordant speakers such discordancés, 
in all possible kind and degree, are abundantly found. 

But if, weary of this superficial and empirical inquiry, we 
look more deeply to see how such a state of things comes 
about, we shall find a not less total absence of φύσις. We shall 
see that every normally constituted human being that comes 
into the world has a linguistic faculty amounting simply to 
this: that he is able to learn to speak, by acquiring those 
particular signs for ideas, and those methods of their use, 
which are established and current in the community into whose 
midst he is born. The whole consideration of the process 
by which the individual gets his “ native language” teaches 
us this; and there is no other way of accounting for the fact 
that each person grows up to speak the tongue of his own 
community, and of his own special class of the community, 
without any regard to the race from which he comes, or to 
the capacity and disposition with which he is endowed, or to 
the grade of culture which he attains. [{ there be — we will 
leave that possibility open for the present, to take it up again 
later — a mode of expression that is natural to the individual 
as such, that forms a part of his φύσις, it is at any rate 
overborne and stifled by that other unnatural mode which his 
teachers impose upon him. It is difficult to see how, without 
laying himself open to the charge of an absurd disregard of 
patent facts, any one can put forth a different doctrine; can 
maintain, for example, that the child creates his speech by 
independent action, but creates it in necessary accordance 
with the speech of those about him. As well maintain that 
he creates certain melodies, devises certain trades, develops 
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certain branches of knowledge, dances certain combinations 
of steps, without learning them, but by a spontaneous mental 
action, which some mysterious, undefined and indefinable, 
force brings into wonderful accordance with the like action 
of his fellows. 

It, may be asserted, I believe, without any chance of suc- 
cessful contradiction, that not a single item of the traditional 
English speech received by us from our forefathers has a 
vestige of right to claim to exist φύσει in any one of the 
innumerable individuals that employ it, to have been produced 
by him under government of an internal, instinctive impulse, 
that made it what itis and no other. The tie existing between 
the conception and the sign is one of mental association only, 
a mental association as artificial as connects, for example, the 
sign 5 with the number it stands for, or πὶ with 3.14159-+. 

That a system of signs won after the openest and most 
conscious fashion in this way is capable of answering to us 
the purposes of a language may be clearly shown in the 
acquisition of a foreign tongue. One may take a grammar 
and a dictionary, and commence, by the tedious method of 
translating into his own set of familiar signs that set which 
the French or the German child learns by a directer process, 
and may keep so long at it that a French or German page is 
as readily and surely intelligible to him as an English one; 
moreover, by going among the people who use that other set, 
and practicing himself in the use of them, he may “ get them 
loose,’ as the Germans say, may mobilize them, associate 
them in such fashion with his conceptions that they will come 
into his mind, at first not less readily than his old English 
signs, and then even more so; and when this last takes place, 
he has deposed his first acquisition in favor of a second. If 
the process of substitution be not begun too late, after the 
habits of thought and habits of utterance have become too 
far fixed to be altered, it may go on even to the oblivion of 
one’s ‘‘native speech,” and to the winning of a command of 
the “foreign tongue” not inferior to that of any person to 
whom the latter is “native.” In fact, native tongue means 
simply ‘tongue first acquired’’: acquired under peculiar 
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circumstances, and therefore in its own peculiar way; and 
having upon the mental powers, in respect to training and 
development, an effect which no second acquisition can have, 
in anything like the same degree. 

There are, it is true, differences between the conceptions | 
attached in different languages to words that seem synony- 
mous. But these have nothing to do with determining the 
peculiar form of the varying signs. So there are marked 
differences between the conceptions of individual speakers of 
the same language. Every child begins with using a host of 
signs of which he is far enough from apprehending the 
meaning in fullness and with accuracy ; and this imperfection 
of apprehension cleaves to him, in greater or less degree in 
different parts of his vocabulary, to ‘the end. However much 
an idea may expand and grow clearer in his mind, or in that 
of the whole community, there is no corresponding change of 
the sign. 

But there are not a few pictorial, imitative, onomatopoetic 
signs in our speech: is not the case otherwise with them? do 
not they, at least, have in them something of a φύσει character ? 
Yes, in a certain sense; but not at all as the term φύσει is 
meant in the controversy which we.are judging. So, among 
the mathematical signs we use, a round mark, reminding one 
of a hole, may be said to be more suggestive of vacancy or 
nothingness, and a single straight mark of unity, than the 
other figures are suggestive, each of its own meaning; they 
have in them an element of what we may call onomatopoetic 
force. But there is no necessity about this; nothing that 
makes the signs in question, to the exclusion of others, the 
‘‘ natural”? representatives of their meaning. If there were, 
no other sign for ‘naught’ would be acceptable; and we 
should have to signify ‘ two’ by two strokes, and ‘ three’ by 
three strokes —as, in fact, the Romans and Chinese have 
done — and so on. Just so, when it is pointed out, we see 
that there is a kind of adaptedness in two parallel lines (=) 
to signify equality, especially when compared with > and <, 
as used to signify superiority and inferiority; yet, in the great 
majority of cases, the signs used (like + and —) are purely 
conventional, and answer their purpose precisely as well; and 
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these particular purposes would be answered just as well by 
other signs, if once established in use for them. There is no 
such thing as a “natural”? symbol for nonentity, or unity, or 
plurality ; it is only that, in casting about for signs for this 
whole class of conceptions, we find certain ones for certain 
uses more readily suggested than others, which would have 
served equally well: the effective use is not dependent on any 
such considerations. That a certain bird is called a cuckoo, 
by a rude imitation of its note (for the bird really utters 
neither proper & sound nor 90 sound, and its distinct interval 
of musical tone is lost in our reproduction), is an obvious 
and generally intelligible onomatopeeia; but if the word 
cuckoo were φύσει the name of the animal, then the other 
animals that make imitable sounds would have also to get 
their names from them. And there is certainly no φύσις in 
calling, for example, the related American species by the 
same name, since they do not utter the same note. So the 
erack and crash, the hiss and whiz and buzz, and all their kin, 
have a like pictorial character, of a like value: it is by no 
means essential to their usefulness as signs, but is rather 
ornamental, giving them an added attraction. Such words 
testify to a disposition which is an interesting and a highly 
important one in language-making, and has to be taken 
carefully into account especially by those who are discussing 
the problem of the origin of language — the disposition, 
namely, to form and use signs that have about them an 
immediate suggestiveness, inside those rather narrow limits, 
imposed by the nature of the thing signified and the instru- 
mentality employed for signifying it, within which it is 
practicable so to do. ‘These imitative signs are by no means 
all primitive; the disposition toward their use also leads to 
their production from time to time, or, in the history of 
manifold change in the form of words, acts as a shaping force. 
It is essentially the same with the disposition which expresses 
itself in such lines as those celebrated ones of Pope: — 


When Ajax strives some rock’s vast weight to throw, 

The line too labors, and the words move slow. 

Not so when swift Camilla scours the plain, 

Flies o’er the unbending corn and skims along the main. ete. 
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Its office is not unlike that belonging to tone and gesture 
in our ordinary speech — impressive, decorative, - artistic, 
but not indispensable in order to mutual intelligence, which 
is the great object of speech, and is fully attained by the use 
of signs respecting which we only know that others have 
formed with them the same associations as ourselves, and will, 
when we use them, think what we are thinking and desiring 
them to think. There is not one of these onomatopoetically 
signified conceptions which is not in other languages, or even 
also in our own, intimated by signs possessing no trace of an 
imitative character. 

In full view, therefore, of the not wholly insignificant list 
of onomatopceic words existing in English, we may still 
maintain that the English names of things do not exist φύσει, 
that they are the results of a θέσις, of a θέσις which each one 
of us is led to make under government of the example or the 
direct instruction of others. | 

There is, however, another department of expression in 
which we might plausibly look for the clearest signs of a φύσις: 
namely, among the interjections, which should be, not the 
medium of signification of conceptions and judgments, but 
direct intimations of will and outbursts of emotion; and which 
thus lie upon the border between human speech and animal 
expression. Yet even here the effects of educated habit show 
themselves in the most perplexing manner. Speech is so 
essentionally conventional that its character infects even our 
exclamations: which, after all, are not so much means of 
relieving feeling as of signifying to others that we have such 
and such feeling. The Englishman, accordingly, does not 
say ach and weh and so, like the German, nor fi and bah, 
like the Frenchman. So far as consonants and vowels are 
concerned, we have no available evidence that the untrained, 
the purely natural, human animal would give vent to any 
definite system of utterances in order to express any definable 
variety of emotions. As regards, indeed, the tone of utterance, 
the case is very different. The capacity of tone to serve as 
the immediate expression of feeling, intelligible to all human 
beings without explanation and without training, is beyond 
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dispute. This is even added as a powerful auxiliary, along 
with the other natural means of expression, to our conventional 
speech. Language without it loses half its power to move 
and sway, to incite and persuade. Here we seem to touch 
the true sphere of instinctive expressiveness. And this kind 
of utterance shades off into those universal acts of expression 
which belong to man purely as an animal, the laugh and the 
ery, the groan and the sob, involuntary movements of the 
muscles, which are analogous with the shiver, the rise of 
the hair and falling of the jaw, the smile, the watering or 
beaming of the eye, and all the other physical movements 
which make the countenance, the arms, the whole body, 
indicative of a felt emotion. 

So far, then, as our present audible speech is concerned, 
we are able to find in it nothing but the added tone, the 
modulation of the voice, which ‘can be said to have its 
existence and its value φύσει, by its own intrinsic nature. But 
the question still remains whether this must be regarded as 
the only possible sphere of natural expression. May there 
not be, after all, a connection between some part of the 
muscular apparatus and the intellectual action of the soul or 
inner self, whereby an idea, a conception, a judgment, has 
also its corresponding external and sensible action? If these 
meddling teachers, with their elaborated systems of conven- 
tional signs, would only keep out of the way, might not each 
human being, as fast as it formed ideas, produce a natural 
language for their expression ? 

In investigating this question, we are cut off from the aid 
of direct experiment. Every child does actually grow up in 
the company of trained and practiced speakers; it hears them 
speaking together ; and, long before it can govern its own 
organs of utterance so as to reproduce the signs they make, 
it understands what many of these mean; it crows and 
prattles in imitation of them. To get at even a little 
community of two or three persons untaught to speak seems 
an impossibility ; for humanity forbids us to bring up human 
beings in utter ignorance, like mere animals, merely to satisfy 
our curiosity ; to deny them the fundamental human privilege 
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of instruction in speech, in order that we may see how they 
would act. And accident neither has created nor is likely to 
create, the necessary conditions of the experiment. The 
nearest approach to it is made in the case of individuals who 
by exceptional causes are cut off from the ordinary education 
of their kind. This may be by isolation, or it may be by 
deafness. Cases of the former kind, of wild and solitary men, 
are exceedingly rare, and the accounts given of them are 
of doubtful authenticity or competency. But the deaf are 
abundantly found and easily observed ; and the ordinary name 
of deaf-mute, by which we know them, shows what is their 
condition in reference to speech. One of this class ordinarily 
differs from a normal human being only by the disabling 
of a single nerve, that which is sensitive to the vibrations of 
the tympanum, and reports them to the brain as sound, or 
else in the more external organs that produce the vibration. 
The apparatus of mental action is perfect, the apparatus of 
articulate utterance is also perfect; nothing is amiss with the 
mechanism which connects the two and coordinates their 
movements. Here, then, is quite what the φύσει. theorist 
wants; a human being cut off from the disturbing influences 
of linguistic education, but accessible to light of every other 
kind, so far as it is not dependent on that education. He is 
placed in the midst of human society, which the great apostle 
of the φύσει theory, Steinthal, declares* to be the only condition 
indispensable to the development of speech. If, now, the deaf 
person produces articulate utterances as distinct permanent 
signs of his conceptions, if deaf persons of the same race or 
community produce utterances accordant with one another, | 
such as are those of the ordinarily educated individuals in a 
community, if deaf persons of different race or community 
produce utterances that vary by differences resembling those 
found to prevail among existing dialects and languages, then 
the φύσει theory has a basis of observed fact to rest on; if 
otherwise, it has none. And that the case is otherwise does 
not need to be pointed out. Even the man isolated by solitude 
gets by degrees, in the conflict between his higher than 


* Abriss der Sprachwissenschaft, i. 83, 84. 
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merely animal powers and the circumstances of his life, a 
certain amount of education by experience: he learns to 
know and classify the objects of his daily observation, to 
appreciate rudely the operations of the more obvious natural 
causes, to connect and separate and anticipate, in a manner 
which, if far short of what is easily within our reach, is at 
least beyond what any other animal can compass: he ought, 
then, if language is an instinctive human product, to have 
something of a language for his entertainment and his aid. 
It is certainly more important to him than to others, since he 
is debarred most of the means of improvement which are 
open to them. Yet, as we have seen, even Steinthal does not 
venture to claim that he will talk, but rather postulates society 
as the only medium in which the heaven-implanted germs of 
speech can develop themselves. I do not question that he is 
right as to the fact; but his admission appears to me a virtual 
abandonment of the φύσει theory. 

As the anomalies of linguistic life thus seem to furnish no 
evidence of a power of immediate natural expression, we 
have next to examine the regular progress of the history of 
language, and see if this exhibits any traces of such a power. 
If there were a natural adaptedness of certain signs to certain 
ideas, we ought to be able to discover its influence among the 
variety of those which govern the development of speech. 
But, in the first place, it seems to make decidedly against the 
existence of the influence that there is such utter discordance 
among the names given_by different communities to the same 
conception. Within the sphere of emotional expression, as 
pointed out above, the elements are of kindred character in 
all beings, and universally intelligible. The laugh, the scream 
of pain, the tone of anger or of grief, need no interpreter. 
But it is far otherwise with the signs of ideas. Languages, 
words, are absolutely unintelligible to him who has not 
learned to speak them. It is all in vain to appeal to the inner 
sense of meaning to help the explanation, for instance, of a 
Lycian or an Ktruscan inscription; he who should attempt it 
would be simply laughed at. In the changes of form and 
changes of sense which constitute the main growth of speech, 
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we equally fail to find any regulating prineple of the kind 
here referred to. Let us take as an example our word φύσις 
itself. It contains as its central element the root ¢v (phii, a 
p with an audible A, a puff or flatus, following it), altered, it 
is believed, from a yet earlier ὀλεῖ, and having the sense of 
‘orow.’ That there is in any human organization a state 
of things conditioning 6hé or gv as the natural expression of 
the conception of ‘growing,’ no one probably, will be bold 
enough to maintain. Far from this, we do not even know 
whether that sense was absolutely the earliest one belonging 
to the word, whether it was not obtained by a transfer, even 
a distant one, from some other sense. Were it not for Greek 
usage, the root would seem rather to signify simple existence 
(Skt. bhdé, Lat. fu-z, our be); and all the acuteness of the 
φύσει theorists would have been incompetent to demonstrate 
the transfer. The ending σι which makes the derived word 
is altered from an earlier t2; the same element is found, still 
otherwise altered, in our growTH. Here, again, if there had 
been any natural adaptedness in the syllable tz to express, in 
combination with a root, the particular modification which 
this actually expresses, it ought to have exerted a conservative 
influence, keeping the element unchanged in form, or allowing 
it to alter only in a certain way, in accordance with the 
change of the idea. But no such thing is true here; nor 
anywhere else in language. The word bhvte has become φύσι- 
without any reference to meaning ; the transformations of its 
bh and τὸ and ¢ are due to phonetic influences which wrought 
equally through the whole Janguage, regardless of the sense 
of a single element affected by them. Comparative philolo- 
gists have not seldom claimed that the onomatopoetic character 
of a word has protected it from phonetic change; but no one 
has ever detected a similar protective influence as exercised 
by the sense of the word. Nor can we discover any 
conservation in the opposite direction — any, namely, that 
has prevented a transfer of meaning, as being inconsistent — 
with the unchanged audible form. Of the absence of such 
an influence we may find evidence enough in the history of 
this same word φύσις and its relatives. Φύσις, we have seen, 
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means most literally the ‘action of growing’; and how far 
this lies from its other uses, so much more wide and indefinite 
as they are, needs not to be pointed out. The addition of a 
simple adjective ending makes the derivitive φυσικός; and while 
physics and physical and physicist show only a development 
of meaning akin with that which has taken place in φύσις 
itself, physic and physician and metaphysics exhibit curious 
movements in quite other directions. We have noted above 
the change, in Sanskrit and Latin and Germanic, of the 
signification of the root from ‘grow’ to ‘be.’ And biti, the 
close analogue of φύσις in Sanskrit, has taken the prevailing 
sense of ‘prosperity,’ instead of ‘nature.’ ature itself, our 
equivalent for φύσις, is a word of Latin origin. It likewise 
has a root at its centre; and the oldest form of this is ga or 
gan, ‘be born.’ Relics of the g which was once the main 
stay and support of the meaning are to be seen in cognate, 
agnate, and their like. All, then, that is left in nature of the 
significant syllable which lay at the foundation of its history is 
the initial γι, which many etymologists, not without a certain 
reason, look upon as a secondary addition, forming gan from 
-& more original ga; the rest is a mere accumulation of 
formative elements, suffixes. And though there may be a 
degree of analogy between the conceptions ‘be born’ and 
‘grow,’ it is by no means such as should by any necessity lead 
to the development out of both of a name for ‘nature.’ 
The Latin derivatives which have most analogy in point of 
formation with φύσις are natio from the altered root, and gens 
(yenti) from its more primitive form ; and how unlike they 
are in meaning to φύσις, and even to one another, is plain 
enough ; while from gens we get in our language, secondarily, 
such curious varieties as gentle, genteel, and gentile, in defiance 
of all laws of the connection of sound and sense. 

And so, if we were to extend our search, we should find it 
to be, through the whole domain of language: the utmost 
conceivable variety of expression of the same idea in different 
tongues; a great diversity of derivation of the expressions for 
any given idea; a bewildering multifariousness of meaning in 
families of related words: nowhere in the known history of 
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language-development any trace of a domination of sound by 
sense, or of sense by sound. Not by any means that there are 
not reasons, and in a host of cases discoverable reasons, why 
things are called as they are; but they are reasons founded, 
not in natural connection, but in previously formed associa- 
tions, in already established conventions. When we nowa- 
days want to signify a new conception, we have recourse 
to the (as above shown) purely conventionally used material 
lying within our reach, in our own. tongue or elsewhere. We 
make a transfer of meaning, without other change, in a word 
already in use, aS in gravity; or a derivative, as galvanism; 
or a compound, as laghtning-rod ; or we go deliberately to the 
anciently used stores of expression of some extinct tongue, 
and piece together a new vocable, as thermometer; or we 
variously combine two or more of these methods. There is 
always involved in the act some change of form, or of mean- 
ing, or of both; but the single underlying principle is that 
the new designation is obtained where, according to the 
existing habits of the language, it can most conveniently be 
found. No one ever sits down to let the idea strike in upon 
his soul and evoke an answering utterance: the very sugges- 
tion of such a thing is ludicrous; nor does the utterance ever 
slip out instinctively, without premeditation. It is all a 
process of the development and multiplication of usages. 
People having been in the habit of doing so and so, they are 
led, when occasion arises, to do this and that also: the new 
habit being connected with the old by some tie of association, 
it matters little what. To follow the history of this develop- 
ment is a task of the highest interest; in it are bound up the 
most valuable results of the science of language; by its aid 
we trace the evolution of knowledge, of thought, of institutions. 
But it does not bring us to—nor even, in my opinion, toward 
—a condition of things where we recognize the existence of 
any natural tie between the conception and its expression, 
between the idea and the word. On the contrary, we are led 
thereby to see the more clearly the essential congruence, in 
the midst of their more adventitious characteristics and their 
circumstances, of all the various processes of language-getting 
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and language-making. He, in the first place, who acquires a 
‘‘ foreign language”’ finds, by the ear or by the eye, certain 
combinations of sounds, which he is able more or less 
accurately to reproduce, and which he learns to associate with 
their several ideas, and to use in combination with one 
another, familiarly and freely, and also “ correctly”: that is, 
according to the methods usual in a given community, methods 
_which might just as well be otherwise, if the common consent 
only willed it so. Again, the child learning to speak does 
only the same thing: he too hears and imitates certain 
combinations of sounds, associates them with rudimentary 
conceptions which he is led to form, and puts them together, 
at first imperfectly and awkwardly, into the phrases which 
the usage of his community accepts. And, in the third place, 
through the whole traceable development of language, the 
language-makers have not been giving vent to natural and 
directly intelligible utterances; they have, rather, been 
increasing, by methods of whose nature and results they were 
themselves only dimly conscious, their store of conventional 
signs, elaborating new combinations of sounds which should 
henceforth be associated with certain ideas, and used as their 
representatives. It makes, properly speaking, no difference to 
the users whence their sign is obtained; only, as this is 
intended for the general use of a community, and as it must 
pass the ordeal of their acceptance before it can become a part 
of language, it is gained in such a way as involves the least 
practicable change ef existing habits, the least possible shock 
to prevailing preferences—or prejudices, if we choose to call 
them so. We express this prosaic fact in imaginative form 
by saying that it must not be ‘ opposed to the genius of the 
language.” This does not, however, prevent the tie of 
association whereby the new sign is connected with the old 
from being often a very slender, a remote, even a fantastic or 
senseless one. Such cases, to be sure, are the exceptions, and 
to be explained by the special circumstances of each, if we 
can only command knowledge of them; but they have a high 
theoretic importance, as showing what the practical end of 
word-making is, and how it justifies even the most questionable 
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means. On the whole, the body of expression grows and 
changes by an almost insensible process, step following step, | 
each new sign attaching itself quite closely to an old one. 

It is only by taking this view of the history of speech that 
we can explain its leading facts, and especially that capital 
fact, the oblivion of etymologies. In any given language, it 
is but a part of its words, often only a very small part, which 
even the skilled etymologist can carry back through even a 
few steps of their history, toward their ultimate roots. And 
as for the generality of speakers, they are ignorant and heed- 
less of all etymological connections ; to them, the word means 
the thing, and that is the end of it. For a time, and ina 
measure, the relation between primitive and derivative 
maintains itself; but it is by the mere power of inertia; if 
there were a positive conservative force involved, if its 
maintenance were essential or important, it would not be let 
go. As things are, it is of great consequence to the practical 
usefulness of language as an instrument of communication 
and of thought that the oblivion in question do take place, 
that our signs for ideas be not encumbered with etymological 
reminiscences. And the changes of form and of meaning, 
under the government solely of convenience, do go on 
unchecked, and independent of one another: there is no limit 
to the extent to which a word may change its form while 
retaining its old meaning, or its meaning while retaining its 
old form; or to which it may wander from its primitive con- 
dition, both inner and outer. 

We do not find, then, in the traceable eter y of language, 
any more than in its present condition, evidence that the 
names of things exist φύσει. No such principle is called for in 
order to explain the facts; none such seems even admissible, 
as reconcilable with the facts. It now only remains to 
inquire whether there was or must. have been something 
different at the outset, in the actually primitive period, that 
of the origin of language. Hach existing conventional usage 
or habit founds itself upon a predecessor of the same character, 
as far back as we can go: was the absolutely lowest course 
of the foundation of another character? are we to recognize 
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there a real internal correspondence of sound to sense? If 
there be any such thing in language, it is to be found only 
there. 

But, as hardly needs to be pointed out, if this last be true, 
there is a strong presumption against its being found there, 
any more than elsewhere. What we can discover no traces 
of in all the later periods of speech, we may well despair of 
detecting in the earliest. To assume it out of hand, as the 
manner of some is, without even deigning to attempt its proof, 
but simply setting down as superficial or mechanical those 
who hold any other view, is certainly in the highest degree 
unreasonable. On the contrary, it may properly enough be 
claimed that if any sufficient and satisfactory way can be 
made out, of accounting for the origin of speech without 
bringing in as a factor any natural correspondence of sound 
to sense, but by appealing only to those forces which are seen 
in action in the later periods, and in their recognized and 
usual modes of action—then that account of origin will have 
the whole body of probabilities overwhelmingly in its favor. 

And certainly, such an explanation lies close at hand, and 
is easy enough to find. We need only to recognize the 
impulse to communication as the force most immediately 
active in the production of speech, to acknowledge that man 
spoke primarily in order to make his feeling or thought known 
to his fellows, and all difficulty is removed. It will then 
follow that whatever would most readily conduce to mutual 
intelligence would be made the first foundation of expression: 
whether a reproduction of the natural tones and cries 
expressive of emotion, or an imitation of the sounds of nature, 
living or lifeless, or any other kind of imitation; whether, 
again, by tones addressed to the ear, or by gestures or 
erimaces addressed to the eye—for the theory would fully 
combine and turn to account all the known varieties of 
expression, leaving that one which experience should show 
the most available for its purposes to win the preference over 
the rest, and finally, perhaps, to well-nigh crowd them out of 
use. The beginnings thus made would certainly be of a rude 
character—even as sticks and stones for instruments, as 
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fig-leaves and skins for garments, as caves and holes in the 
ground for dwellings, as scratches with sharp points and 
daubs of colored earth for pictorial art, as yells and groans 
for musical art: and so on. To adopt the theory of origin 
here proposed is equivalent to paralleling speech with these 
other human acquisitions and branches of culture, as being 
an instrumentality, gradually wrought out by the exercise of 
the peculiar powers with which man is endowed, and answering 
purposes which are human only ; as brought into its present 
state of perfection, greatly different in different races, by slow 
accumulation, improvement, evolution, according to the 
various gifts and circumstances of each race. This view of 
language doubtless appears to some to be lacking in dignity ; 
but if it is supported by all the facts and inferences of language- 
history, a sentimental prejudice can avail nothing against its 
reception. 

And, that it is so supported appears to me true beyond all 
reasonable question. If there is any other acceptable theory, 
I know not who has set it forth and given it a solid foundation. 
Those who reject it have wholly failed to realize that the burden 
of proof rests upon them, to show, or make probable, that 
there is, or ever was, a power of natural expression in men 
whereby certain combinations of articulate sounds are produced 
as the instinctive signs of certain articulate conceptions. I 
cannot see that they have produced any good evidence that 
there exists such a thing as the natural uttered sign of a 
conception. As has been pointed out above, the natural — 
utterences of man do not signify conceptions; they intimate 
only feelings, emotions. If a human being feels ἃ certain 
kind of lively pleasure, he laughs ; if the contrary, he cries, or 
groans, or sighs, or something of the sort; if he is struck with 
astonishment or horror at the sight of anything, he may utter 
an exclamation; but it will only signify his feeling in view of 
it, not the thing itself. So much as this is instinctive, 
subjective ; but it is not of the nature of human language ; it 
is on the same plane with the ordinary utterances of the lower 
animals. There is no conversion of it into language until 
that motive is added which is the dominant and almost the 
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only conscious one through the whole after-history of language: 
namely, the intent to communicate. This, by a change which 
is almost imperceptibly slight at first, while yet of deep and 
wide-reaching importance, lifts the whole action up to a higher 
plane. It inaugurates an instrumentality which, though cut 
loose from any internal connection with the operations of the 
mind, yet makes itself their ally and aid, and is, precisely on 
account of its extraneousness and its conventionality, capable 
of indefinite increase, development, refinement. It is like the 
production of instruments, in place of a sprouting out of new 
arms and legs, to answer to the higher needs of the more 
skilled workman. 10 comes to bear a wonderful part in the 
development of the individual mind, and in the cultural 
progress of the race. 

There is nothing really derogatory to the creative power 
and self-centred action of the human soul in making it thus 
dependent for its development upon what seems a slight and 
extraneous motive: nothing, at any rate, more than in making 
man’s development in all other respects dependent upon his 
position asa social being. It is confessed that the wholly 
solitary man would never be anything but an utterly wild 
savage ; in the collision, the emulation, the mutual helpfulness, 
that come of sociality, are born all tbe arts of life. The 
greatness of man consists in what he was capable of becoming, 
not in what he actually was at the outset. In his low estate 
he was accessible to only the lower motives. He is, at the 
best, a short-sighted being, capable of taking but one step 
forward at a time, and never quite knowing where that will 
lead him; but also capable of maintaining the ground he has 
won, finding out what it is worth to him, and in due time 
taking another step. All his grand acquisitions have had 
their small beginnings and their slow growth, each generation 
adding to what it had received from its predecessor; and 
language just as much and just as plainly as the rest. 

The doctrine of those who deliberately answer φύσει to our 
question I cannot help regarding as mainly a prejudice, and 
resting on a foundation of misapprehension. Because, in the 
history of development of human expression, the voice has 
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come to be the greatly-prevailing, the well-nigh exclusive, 
instrument of expression, therefore they hastily conclude that | 
there is a special natural relation between the mental apparatus 
of conception and judgment and the physical apparatus of 
sound-making—a relation which, as we have seen, is wholly 
imaginary. They talk learnedly about the reflex-motor action 
of the nerves, and assume that, when an impression comes 
over one, it causes him to utter or imagine a responsive sound, 
somewhat as a sense of the ludicrous calls forth a laugh, a 
sensation of fear, a crawling feeling, a dash of cold water, a 
shiver, and the like. They overlook certain essential differences 
between the two cases: in the first place, that these reflex- 
motor actions are the intimation of subjective conditions only, 
which conditions confessedly give rise also to utterances—but 
these utterances are not language, are not even its beginnings, 
but only its suggestion and preparation; and, in the second 
place, that the actions referred to are actually seen and 
demonstrated in living men, of every race, that they are 
substantially the same in all, that they may be controlled, but 
not altogether obliterated, much less interchanged and varied, 
under purely social influences, without regard to race; while 
the variety of expression of ideas is unlimited, and its choice 
dependent on nothing but education. To support the φύσει 
doctrine by quoting sporadic efforts at independent expression 
on the part of children growing up in the midst of speaking 
men is quite futile. Children are imitative beings, and 
sometimes a little wayward; they catch soon from their 
surroundings the trick of applying names to things, and, being 
aware of no particular reason for those they are taught, they 
try now and then a new one of their own making, enjoying 
the exercise of a degree of independent ingenuity. Nothing 
more than this is needed, I believe, to explain away all the 
scanty array of alleged facts which have ever been brought up 
in defense of the theory of natural expressiveness. To give 
that theory a real basis, it would be necessary to show that a 
child growing up alone, or among mutes, would also produce 
a body of articulate utterances, of definite meaning and 
application: or (what has been noted above as a much more 
accessible proof) that the deaf do the same thing. 
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Eminent knowledge in psychology, in physiology, in 
phonetics, in any of the single departments which contribute 
their part, or their aid, to the science of language, does not by 
any means lead necessarily to correct views in linguistic 
philosophy. One may, for example, be the greatest living 
phonetist, and yet be still puzzling himself with the question 
what is, after all, the real tie of connection between sound and 
sense in language. One may be a profound metaphysician, 
and yet wholly mistake the same connection, taking with 
regard to the most essential points in the history of language 
an untenable, even absurd, position. It would not be difficult 
to cite individual examples of both these classes. 

Our conclusion then is, that there is no proper sense in 
which the names of things can be said to exist φύσει; not only 
now, and through the ages of recorded speech, but even back 
to its very beginning, every name has been the result of a θέσις, 
an act of human attribution. 

And yet, there is at least a certain sense in which the θέσις 
itself may be said to be performed φύσει; and it is in great part 
owing to a misapprehension of this sense that the answer φύσει 
has been so often given to the main question. It is undoubt- 
edly, in a manner, “natural” to man to speak. We have to 
say ‘“‘acertain sense,” “41 ἃ manner,” because the naturalness 
does not consist in man’s individual nature alone, but also in 
his circumstances ; with all his gifts just as they are, he would 
not speak unless placed in the company of his fellows. It is 
in just the same sense ‘“ natural’? to man to live in houses, to 
wear clothes, to make instruments, to form societies, to establish 
customs and laws; yet hardly any one would think on that 
account of maintaining that, for example, coats and telescopes 
existed φύσει: while it is nevertheless quite as true of them as 
of nouns and verbs. 

He who answers φύσει, therefore, to the question we have 
been discussing, lays himself open to the charge of total 
misapprehension of the most fundamental facts of language- 
history; he who answers θέσει needs only to show by due 
explanation that he does not mean to imply that any individual 
can successfully fasten any name he pleases upon any idea he 


116 W. D. Whitney. 


may choose to select ; since every change must win the assent 
of a community before it is language, and the community will 
ratify no arbitrary and unmotivated changes or fabrications. 
It is in this action of the community that another great part 
(besides that spoken of above) of the difficulty resides for 
those who hesitate to admit the doctrine of θέσις: they see so 
clearly that no man can do what he will with language that 
they are led to deny the action of individuals on language 
altogether. To do this is to mistake the nature of the 
conservative force which resists change: in reality, this force 
all resolves itself into the action of individuals, working under 
the same guidance and limitation, of motives and of circum- 
stances, by which each of us is directed, and of which each 
one may, if he set himself rightly at work, become fully 
conscious. 
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AMERICAN PHILOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION. 


Hartrorp, Conn., July 14th, 1874. 

The Sixth Annual Session was called to order at 3 o’clock Ρ. m., 
in the hall of the Public High School, by the President, Professor 
Francis A. March, of Lafayette College, Haston, Penn. 

Addresses of welcome were made by the Rev. Professor William 
Thompson, D.D.. of Hartford, chairman of the Committee on En- 
tertainment, and the Hon. Joseph H. Sprague, mayor of the city, 
chairman of the Local Committee, to which the President replied. 

The Secretary presented his report, announcing that the persons 
whose names follow had been elected members of the Association: 


Professor Stephen G. Barnes, Iowa College, Grinnell, lowa; Mr. Thomas 
Davidson, St. Louis, Mo.; Mr. A. Eiswald, Savannah, Ga.; Professor John L. 
Johnson, University of Mississippi, Oxford, Miss.; Professor Joseph Milliken, 
Ohio Agricultural and Mechanical College, Columbus, Ohio; Professor E. C. 
Mitchell, Baptist Theological Seminary, Chicago, Ill.; Professor Philip Schaff, 
Union Theological Seminary, New York City; Mr. Edward F. Stewart, Easton, 
Penn.; President James C. Welling, Columbian University, Washington, D. C.; 
Professor John Williams White, Baldwin University, Berea, Ohio. 


The Secretary also reported that M. Abel Hovelaque, of Paris, 
had presented to the Association copies of several of his philologi- 
cal publications. 

On motion, Professor William F. Allen and Mr. Charles J. 
Buckingham were appointed auditors of the Treasurer’s report. 

On motion, it was 


Resolved, That the Treasurer be requested to place fifty copies of the volume 
of Transactions recently published at the disposal of the President, for distribu- 
tion to contributors to the funds of the Local Committee at Easton, Penn. 


Professor Charles H. Brigham, of Ann Arbor, Mich., exhibited 
an Ethiopic manuscript. 
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This manuscript is apparently a collection of prayers, and probably prayers 
used at the altar service. It is on thin parchment, in three strips sewed together, 
in the whole six feet in length, and three and a half inches in breadth. The 
script is partly in black and partly in red ink, the red lines apparently marking 
the responses of the attendants in the service. Three-fourths of all the Ethiopic 
alphabetic characters are found in the script. The execution is very careful and 
nice. Each strip has at its head an “illumination” rudely done. The reading 
is from left to right. The age of the manuscript cannot be determined; but it is 
probably not very old. The manuscript was found by a workman in the yard 
of the railway station at Jackson Junction, Michigan, in the month of Novem- 
ber, 1873. 


Professor 8. 8S. Haldeman, of the University of Pennsylvania, 
Philadelphia, read a paper on “ An English Vowel-mutation, pres- 
ent in ‘cag—-keg.’” 


The short vowel of “fat” is rather rare in the dialects of Europe, and, when pres- 
ent, it is probably due to a Celtic influence. It is well established in English, 
where, from its affinity with ὅ of “ebb,” the two present more than two hundred 
examples of interchange, when archaic and local forms are enumerated. Among 
these are ambassador and embassy (where am- is deemed to be the more correct), 
annual and perennial, arrant and errant, assay and essay, bank and bench, brant 
and brent, canal and kennel, catsup and ketchup, charity and cherish, drag and 
dredge, frantic and frenetic, hackle and heckle, tarras and terrace, thrash and 
thresh, wrack and wreck, wrastle and wrestle. 


Mr. W. W. Fowler, of Durham, Conn., read a paper on “ Para- 
doxes in Language.” 


Words standing for white (color), light, and heat, in the Indo-Germanic 
languages, are from roots signifying to shine; on the other hand, many words 
standing for black (color), darkness, and cold, are from the same class of roots ; 
for instance: 

English black, blank (white), and bleach, from root bha, ‘‘to shine”; English 
swarthy, German schwarz, from root svar, “ to shine.” 

Latin furvus, “dark, black,’ baliolus, ‘“‘dark, swarthy,” from root bha, “to 
shine”; Latin candidus, “white,” from root skand, ‘to shine.”’ Alter, “black,” 
is probably from root ath, “to burn” (cf. Sanskrit athara, and Persian, atar 
Eo fire’%,). 

Greek αὐἰϑός, “black,” from root tdh, ai, “to burn,” “to glow”; λευκός, 
“white,” from root ruk, luk, ‘‘to shine.” 

Sanskrit krshna, and Lithuanian karsna, “black,” from root kar, “to glow,” 
“to burn.” 

This paradox is explained by the use of the same or similar words to express 
the primary and the secondary effects of the sun and fire; the primary effects being 
light, brightness, whiteness; the secondary effects, a change in the color of sub- 
stances—blackening (or darkening). Words meaning dark (color) or black, may 
be translated by the terms “‘sun-burned” or (simply) “‘burned”’; a black color as 
well as a brown color is a burn-color. The English swarthy is ‘“sunburned’”’; so 
originally was the German schwarz. The words ink (encaustum,“ burned in”), 
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‘coal (from the root gvar, “to glow”), and soot (from the root su, sva, “to glow”’) 
illustrate the process by which many words standing for dark colors, arose from 
roots signifying ‘to shine.” The principal color-names (generic as well as 
specific) being derived from radicals signifying ‘“‘ to shine’’—in other words, the 
sunlight being the main source of color—we may come to know how it was that 
the same color-names stand for different colors in different languages, e.g.: Latin 
Jlavus, “yellow,” corresponds to Teutonic blava, “blue” ; or for different colors 
in the same language, 6. g.: Greek, γλαυκός, “blue,” “ green,” and ‘“ gray.” 

Again, the words, glow, gleam, glimmer, as well as gloom and gloaming (the twi- 
light), come from root ghar, “to shine.”’ Gloom appears to mean, first, the flashes 
of lightning from a thunder-cloud, secondly, the lowering darkness of a thunder- 
cloud. Gloaming is, properly, light by flashes, intermittent light, as at twilight, 
particularly in high latitudes. Morning (morgen) and murky convey opposite 
ideas, the former of light, the latter of darkness, but the primitive meaning of both 
referred to light, i. e., twinkling or intermittent light. Day, dawn, and dazzle, as 
well as dim, and perhaps dusky, are from the root da, ‘‘ to shine’’—a root which 
appears as the basis of a large number of Indo-Germanic words referring to the 
different phenomena of the visible heavens; day, dawn, and dazzle describe the 
brightness, while dim and dusky describe modified or lessened brightness of the 
sky, light being the fundamental idea in both cases. Blind, from root bha, to 
shine, expresses blended, mixed light, when things are not clear. 

Certain words, expressing heat and cold, are alike derived from roots which 
signify to burn; compare Greek αἴϑω, “to burn,” αἴϑων, “burning,” with 
αἴϑριος, “cold,” from root idh, a3, “to glow,” ‘to burn.” Sanskrit ¢yd, 
¢yd-yate, “to burn,” and “to freeze”; ¢ita, “cold,” and Latin ci-nis, “ashes” ; 
German hei-ss and English heat; from root, ki, “to burn.” Sanskrit plush, 
ploshati, “to burn”; Latin pruina, ‘a glowing coal,” prurire, “to burn,” ‘to 
10; Gothic freusa, Old Norse frostr, English frost, Old High German freo- 
son, English freeze (cf. German frostbrand), from root prus, “to burn.” Greek 
καίω, and καῦμα, “to burn,” and “to be cold.” Latin uro, wrere, “to burn,” 
and ‘to freeze” (so used by Cicero, Virgil, Pliny, and many other classic authors), 
from root us, “‘ to burn.” 

All the cases cited in this paper may be explained by showing that the same 
or similar names are often given to cause and effect, or to two similar or appar- 
ently similar effects from different causes, or to different effects from the same 
cause. 


Professor Fisk P. Brewer, of the University of North Carolina, 
Chapel Hill, N. C., described a fragmentary Manuscript of medi- 
eval Latin preserved in the Library of the University of South 
Carolina, and exhibited a copy of it. 


It is a single leaf of parchment, bound up with a folio edition of Pliny printed 
at Treviso, near Venice, in 1479. It is written with two columns to the page, in 
the style prevalent about 1450. The letter e is used for the diphthongs @ and ὦ; 
for nihil is written nichil; for distrahant, distrant; for vehiculum, veiculum; for 
mitto, micto; for missus, sometimes mixus; cura and curia are interchanged ; as 
also publicatio and puplicatio, estimatio and extimatio. 

The manuscript is a leaf from the middle of a series of statutes of a king who 
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refers to himself by the exclusively regal title of nostra celsitudo, and alludes to 
his own previous nova statuta. In the present edicts he orders that market magis- 
trates shall no longer compel citizens to purchase salt in greater quantity than 
they desire, nor restrict the places where salt and other necessaries of life may be 
sold. He prohibits officers of the provinces in general, justitiarii, camerarii, and 
others, from accepting loans and gifts from the provincials, as had been customary 
under a variety of pretexts. He further commands local authorities to respond 
promptly to requisitions of procurators for help in preparing camps and _ build- 
ings and in planting and cultivating vineyards, and, in case of their delay, directs 
the procurators to have the necessary castle-repairs effected, with the assurance 
that their expenses shall be repaid from the treasury. The practice of impress- 
ing men and animals into the public service without proper compensation, is pro- 
hibited. The hire of a man and a horse is fixed at one tar, and it is ordered that 
in the purchase of horses, or the death of hired animals, the value shall be esti- 
mated by three or four good and worthy men. 

The following words of late Latin are found in this document: fundicus con- 
nected with our funds, meaning a “bourse” or ‘‘ market-place” ; magistri fundi- _ 
carii, “market officers”; fundicare, “to pay the market tax”; bajulus (bailiff), 
the title of a magistrate ; azarzwm (French acier), “steel.” 


A recess was taken till 8 o’clock. 


EVENING SESSION. 
The Association resumed its session, Dr. J. Hammond Trumbull, 
of Hartford, Conn., Vice-President, in the chair. 
The Secretary reported the election of new members as follow: 


\ 


Rev. W. L. Gage, Hartford, Conn.; Professor G. S. Hall, Antioch College, 
Yellow Springs, O.; Rev. Charles Hammond, Principal of Munson Academy, 
Munson, Mass.; Professor Selah Howell, Christian Biblical Institute, Stanford- 
ville, N. Y.; Professor John S. Lee, St. Lawrence University, Canton, N. Y.; 
Professor R. H. Mather, Amherst College, Amherst, Mass.; Mr. Sydney P. 
Pratt, Boston, Mass.; Mr. H. B. Richardson, High School, Springfield, Mass. ; 
Professor Charles C. Shackford, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y.; Rev. Leo- 
pold Simonson, Hartford, Conn.; Professor William Thompson, Theological 
Institute of Connecticut, Hartford, Conn.; Mr. Minton Warren, High School, 
Waltham, Mass.; Professor James H. Worman, New York City. ' 


Professor Francis A. March, of Lafayette College, President of 
the Association, delivered the Annual Address. 


The study of the ancient literary monuments of the Indo-European speeches is 
now giving place to the study of living dialects, and of the relics of the ancestors 
of barbaric tribes. The more sober western leaders of the new generation are 
trying to ground the laws of language in physiological necessities and the facts of 
living dialects; the more adventurous are leaving the familiar fields of the Indo- 
Europeans. 

A brief sketch was given of the work of the year in the study of dialects. An 
English Dialect society has been formed under the direction of Mr. Skeat and 
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the inspiration of Mr. Ellis, and is vigorously at work collecting all the living 
varieties of English speech, and asking our aid. With it should be put A. J. 
Hllis’s work on “The English Dialects in Great Britain and America,” forming 
a part of his great work on “ Early English Pronunciation”; J. A. H. Murray’s 
“Dialect of the Southern Counties of Scotland”; C. C. Robinson on “ The 
Yorkshire Dialects”; Prince Louis Lucien Bonaparte on “The English Dia- 
lects,” in the Philological Society’s Proceedings; Sweet on “ Danish Pronuncia- 
tion”; John Winkler’s “ General Netherland and Frisian Dialecticon,” a thous- 
and solid Dutch pages on the continental Low German dialects; Tobler on 
“The Aspirates and Tenues in the Dialects of Switzerland,’’ an excellent paper 
in Kuhn’s Zeitschrift; Halévy on ‘ The Dialect of the Jews of Abyssinia ”’ ; 
the Abbé Martin on “ The Chief Aramaic Dialects”?; Dr. Bleek on ““ Grimm’s 
Law in South Africa”; Dr. Carter Blake on “The Dialects of Nicaragua” ; 
Mr. Thomas on “ The French of the West Indian Negroes,” especially at Trini- 
dad; Professor Hartt on “The Language of the Amazons,” in our own Trans- 
actions; and, most notable of all in its kind, Professor Trumbull’s “ Notes on 
Forty Versions of the Lord’s Prayer in the Algonkin Languages.” The greater 
part of this work on dialects is done with scientific caution, and is in full accord 
with the best scholarship of the old school. 

In phonology, we have Mr. Ellis’s work, and the invention by Mr. W. H. 
Barlow of an instrument, called a logograph, by which the comparative force 
and duration of the sound made in speaking is registered. 

Of the more adventurous work, mention was made of a grammar by M. 
Lenormant, of the speech of the primitive population of Babylonia, which 15 
claimed to be a representative of the parent speech of the so-called ‘Turanian or 
Scythian family of languages, and to be likely to play the same part in reducing 
the languages to order which the Sanskrit has done in the Indo-European family, 
and also a comparison of it with Modern Finnish dialects, by Lagus; Mr. Isaac 
Taylor’s book on the Etruscan, trying to show that to be Finnish or at least 
Turanian; F. Delitsch and J. Grill on ‘ The Relation between the Roots of the 
Semitic and Indo-European Speeches”; and J. Edkins on “ The Relation of the 
Chinese to the European Roots.” 

There has been also good work done in the old fields. Pott’s great Lexicon of 
Roots has been completed, and only awaits an index. In the Celtic speeches, 
especially, we have a number of new undertakings of considerable interest. 
Chevalier Nigra’s essay on the Irish manuscript of St. Gall, and the work of 
Ascoli on the ancient Irish glosses of Milan, and many articles in the Revue 
Celtique, are worthy of note, while the publication of a volume of essays in 
English on Celtic subjects, by Whitley Stokes, and the introduction of Celtic 
comparisons into the fourth edition of Curtius’s Grundzuge, show the firm and 
familiar establishment of Celtic studies in England and Germany. This year is 
marked in Scandinavia by the Icelandic Millenial and the completion of Cleas- 
by’s Icelandic Dictionary. The early English Text Society has also celebrated 
with rejoicings and pride the tenth year of its labors, and has finished the texts 
of Pierce Plowman, and given us a new volume of most welcome Anglo-Saxon 
Homilies. Then there is the establishment of the New Shakespeare Society and 
the commencement of scientific and other linguistic examinations of Shakespeare’s 
plays, all apparently going on with enthusiasm. 

They are interested in England also, as in this country, in reforming the 
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school pronunciation of Latin and Greek ; but its promoters seem to be in unrea- 
sonable haste, and speak despondingly of the real progress of the year towards 
the new standard. The advanced studies of women in connection with the 
university examinations appear a decided success, and their permanent establish- 
ment and use seem to be already accepted in England. 

After a brief reference to the triumphs of philology, it was asked what the 
advance of philology may be expected to do for improving the estate of man ; 
and in answer followed discussions of a reform of English spelling; a universal 
alphabet; improvements in the structure of words, to make language more har- 
monious, more regular, and better suited to express scientific truth, and to aid in 
scientific discovery ; improvements in the methods of education, and in the selec- 
tion of. objects of study; and changes in the treatment of psychology and the 
philosophy of history. 


At the conclusion of the address, the Association stood adjourned 


to 9 o’clock Wednesday morning. 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 15TH—MornING SESSION. 


The Association met at 9 o’clock, the President in the chair. 

On motion, Mr. Alonzo Williams, of Providence, R. I., was 
appointed Assistant Secretary. 

The Treasurer presented his report, which the Auditors certified 
to be correct, and it was, on motion, accepted. The receipts and 
expenditures of the past year were as follow: 


RECEIPTS. 
Balanceun -treasury,.Julys220, 1878... «ον ννν νυν εν νννν Sue ae ee $1,029.68 
BPees/of ὦ new: membersss on) Avene ce ee eee eee 100.00 
Annual assessments) << 22 ἐτφοὁΨἔΨφἉαπιο[ὃὌ.ν.-οὃὖὖὔῦὖὐυνδ τ τ τ π--- 465.00 
Dinterests ΤΑ Το πνοὴν a ee OR a  π πὸ γος 42.00 
Sales of; Transactions sa oo ..<cige scene ee ee τσ 40.06 
$1,676.74 

EXPENDITURES. 

Printin‘o: Transactions; VS 25 ca cctes see or 4 ceteris ney ane τ τ -- -$638.84 
ες Proceedings; VS73) 5/0 nee soe respec nc ee cere: Pa iA Mere heap. 149.10 
Postage, express: stationery, andisundries..q4-cs eee eee 43.82 
Secretary s bill for postage copying, οἴα.,.. «νον νον ee oe cee 27.00 
$858.76 
Balance.in hands of: Dreasurer, hoo soe eee eee ee 817.98 
$1,676.74 


Professor W.8. Tyler, of Amherst College, Amherst, Mass., read 
a paper on “The Prepositions in the Homeric Poems.” 


The “‘ parts of speech,” as they are called by grammarians, are a classification, 
founded in the nature of language, but inevitably more or less artificial and 
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imperfect, of the different kinds of words in their relations to each other and to 
the sentence. ‘The number has varied much at different times. Aristotle, in one 
treatise, makes three; in another, four. The Stoics made nine. Some Roman 
grammarians made ten, eleven, or even twelve. The same words are continually 
passing from one part of speech into another. Thus, by a progressive falling off 
of emphasis, the demonstratives in many languages (e. g. English that, Greek ὅτι, 
and Latin quod) became first relatives, and then articles or conjunctions. 

The prepositions were originally and properly adverbs, few in number, scarcely 
a score in Greek, about the same number in Sanskrit, and but little more than 
that number in Latin and the modern European languages. Primitive words with 
monosyllabic roots, although for the most part made dissyllabic in Greek by the 
annexation of a final vowel, the proper prepositions seem originally to have 
expressed such essential relations as up and down, over and under, to and from, 
in and out, on and off, etc., etc., which, in the nature of the case, would gradually 
pass from mere adverbs denoting the direction of motion or action, into preposi- 
tions expressing the relations between such motions or actions and the places, 
persons, and things affected by them. In the Homeric Poems we see this class of 
words in the transition state between adverbs and prepositions, sometimes stand- 
ing alone with a fully adverbial force, and even when prefixed to a noun or 
compounded with a verb sometimes hovering between the office and force of the 
adverb and the preposition. In subsequent writers, such as Sophocles, Herodotus, 
Xenophon, and still more in the Greek of the New Testament and the Modern 
Greek, there is a constant decrease of the adverbial and separate use of the pre- 
positions, and a regular and progressive increase of their use both as prepositions 
governing cases of the noun and as prefixes in compound verbs. A careful 
examination of all the cases in which words of this class occur in specimen 
passages of these authors yields the.following table of statistics: 


Before Substantives. Prefixes to Verbs. By themselves. 
Iliad, 47 per cent. 34 per cent. 19 per cent. 
Sophocles, 95 .\“ Doe ὦ Sy rie 
Herodotus, 47 “ Δ Ὁ Oc: 
Xenophon, 41 ‘“ S Ole eed Oweat: 


Of all the verbs in the specimen passages, in the Iliad about 14 per cent. are 
compounded with prepositions; in Sophocles, 26; in Herodotus, 32; in Xenophon, 
36; in the Acts, 40; in Tricoupes (the Modern Greek historian), 43. 

Parallel with this relative increase of verbs compounded with prepositions, and 
apparently consequent upon the continually diminishing emphasis and force of 
that class of words, the repetition of the same preposition, both in composition 
with the verb, and again before the substantive, grows more frequent. There is 
scarcely. a trace of it in Homer or Sophocles. It is rare in Herodotus.. In 
Xenophon, it is not unfrequent.t It is common in the New Testament. 

In the Iliad, not only is the verb less frequently compounded with the preposi- 
tion, but the oblique cases of the substantive occur more frequently without a 
preposition or any other governing word. And when the preposition does stand 
before the substantive, or enter into composition with the verb, it seems often to 


*That is, none in the passage of several pages which I used as a specimen. ‘There are not 
wanting sporadic cases of tmesis and adverbial use, 6. g., ἀπὸ δ᾽ ἔθανε, vi. 114; wera δέ, vi. 120. 


tIn such constructions as eio-(Or ἐμ-)βάλλειν (or βαίνειν) εἰς : ἐκβάλλειν ἐκ ; συνστρατο- 
πεδέυεσθαι σύν, etc., etc. 
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retain more of its original adverbial force, or to hover between an adverb and a 
preposition, as in the familiar line, 1]. 3, 12: 
τόσσον τίς τ’ ἐπιλεύσσει, ὅσον τ᾽ ἐπὶ λᾶαν ἵησιν. 


Professor J. B. Sewall, of Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me., 
read the second paper, on “The Distinction between the Subjune- 
tive and Optative Modes in Greek Conditional Sentences.” 


In a discussion upon this subject at the last meeting of the Association, it was 
maintained on the one side that the difference between the Subjunctive and Optative 
modes in conditional sentences was only that of greater and less vividness, on the 
other that it was a difference in kind between supposed fact as contingent and 
supposed fact as merely conceived. The object of this paper is to briefly discuss | 
this point. 

If we ask how the fact of supposition is presented in the four classes of Greek 
conditional sentences respectively, the answer will be somewhat as follows: 

1. In a conditional sentence of the first class there is a supposition relating to 
the actual state of the case—to reality; e.g. Dem. Phil. 1., 29, εἰ dé τις οἴεται 

. οὐχ ὀρθῶς ἔγνωκεν, “if any one thinks . . . he has not judged rightly.” It is 
a question of what really is, a supposition relating to actual fact. No implication 
that it is or is not reality is involved. Xen. Mem. 2, 1, 28, ἀλλ᾽ εἴτε τοὺς θεοὺς 
ἵλεως eivai σοι βούλει, θεραπευτέον τοὺς θεούς, “if you wish the gods to be propi- 
tious, you must serve the gods.”” Do you wish, or do you not wish? It is 
a question of actual fact. So always. And if we should characterize a condition 
of the first class from the manner of its presenting the fact in supposition, we 
should call it a supposition relating to actual fact, or, for the sake of brevity, 
supposition of actual fact, generally implying nothing as to its existence in reality 
one way or the other, though sometimes assuming or taking it for granted. 

2. In the second class, having secondary tenses of the indicative in both condi- 
tion and conclusion, we have plainly a supposition implying the contrary to be 
the fact; 6. g. Dem. Phil. 1., 1, εἰ μὲν περὶ καινοῦ τινὸς πράγματος προυτίθετο 
λέγειν, ἡσυχίαν ἂν ἦγον, “if it were proposed to treat of any new subject, I would 
keep silence ;” implying plainly that it is not proposed to treat of any new sub- 
ject, and therefore he does not keep silence. Id., ib. 5, εἰ τοίνυν ὁ Φίλιππος 
τότε ταύτην ἔσχε τὴν γνώμην, οὐδὲν ἂν ὧν νυνὶ πεποίηκεν ἔπραξεν, “if then Philip 
at that time had entertained this opinion, he would have done none of those 
things which he has done;” implying that he did not entertain this opinion at 
that time. We may characterize a condition of this class therefore as a supposi- 
tion implying the contrary to be the truth, or, for brevity, a supposition of con- 
trary fact. 

3. Passing the third class for the moment, we have in the fourth class εἰ with 
the optative in the condition, and the optative with ἂν in the conclusion; e. g. 
Dem. Phil. 1., 25, εἰ yap ἔροιτό τις ὑμᾶς, εἰρήνην ἄγετε, ὦ ἄνδρες ᾿Αθηναῖοι; μὰ A? 
οὐχ ἡμεῖς γε, εἴποιτ᾽ ἄν, “for if any one should ask you, ‘Are you at peace, O 
Athenians’? ‘No, by Zeus, we are not,’ you would say.” The fact of supposition 
is here put forward as merely hypothetical—a fact of conception, without refer- 
ence or implication in any way or kind as regards actual fact. It is not future 
any farther than a supposition of fact not a reality now nor in the past must be 
in the future if at all. The verbs in the condition and the conclusion are both 
in the aorist, which means that the Greeks eliminated the facts of the supposition 
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from the element of time and held them in the mind as mere conceptions, never 
having been, not now being, never to be, in reality, so far as this assertion is con- 
cerned. Plato, Phaedo 67, B, εἰ φοβοῖντο καὶ ἀγανακτοῖεν, ov πολλὴ ἂν ἀλογία 
ein; “if they should fear and complain, would it not be very absurd?’ Here 
again the fact of supposition is purely hypothetical, placed before the mind as a 
conception, without any reference or implication in relation to reality. So 
generally. ‘The optative in the conditional sentence is the mode of possibility, 
that which might be, the mode of fact simply as conceived. And we may char- 
acterize a condition of the fourth class as a supposition of conceived fact. 

4. We will return now to a condition of the third class, av with the subjunc- 
tive, etc. Plato, Phaedo 69, p, ἐκεῖσε ἐλθόντες τὸ σαφὲς εἰσόμεθα, ἐὰν θεὸς ἐθέλῃ, 
“when we shall have arrived there, we shall know the truth, if God wills.” The 
subjunctive ἐθέλῃ here expresses an action continuing, uncertain, and future. 
The continuousness arises from the tense, the futurity partly from the tense of 
the principal clause, and partly from the mode, which, it seems to me, we may 
describe as the mode of uncertainty or contingency, i. e., the mode by which the 
Greeks chose to represent an action as uncertain, whether in reality it was so or 
not. Hicowela expressly declares a fact, “we shall know,” but it is contingent, 
and the mode used to express that contingency is the subjunctive. What would 
be the force of the sentence if it were a conditional of the fourth class? It seems 
plain that the assumed fact, ἐλθόντες ἐκεῖσε, would be thrown into the form of a 
simply conceived fact of condition, “if we should arrive there,” and the conclu- 
sion also, “we should know,” and the present condition, now only expressing 
uncertainty, would become a second condition, likewise of simply conceived fact, 
‘Gf God should will.” That is, the sentence in the first form positively declares 
a fact with a condition of mere contingency; in the second, it presents both the 
fact and its conditions merely as conceptions. The difference, therefore, is not 
one of degree, more or less vividness, but of kind, mere uncertainty or contin- 
gency on the one hand and pure conception on the other. So in the following 
examples: Dem. Phil. 1., 29, τοῦτ᾽ ἂν γένηται, προσποριεῖ τὰ λοιπὰ αὐτὸ τὸ 
στράτευμα ἀπὸ τοῦ πολέμου. Thucyd. 11, 39, 4, ἢν δέ που μορίῳ τινὶ προσμίξωσι, 
κρατήσαντές τε τινὰς ἡμῶν πάντας αὐχοῦσιν ἀπεῶσθαι. The latter is a general 
supposition, yet well illustrates the nature of the subjunctive as the mode of 
uncertainty or contingency. 

The conclusion reached is, that the subjunctive in conditional sentences differs 
from the optative in that it is a form to represent the fact as uncertain or contin- 
gent, while the optative is a form to represent it as merely conceived; and that 
the four classes of conditional sentences may properly, and with sufficient accuracy, 
be thus described: the first, εὖ with the primary tense of the indicative, as a sup- 
position relating to actual fact; the second, εἰ with the secondary tense of the in- 
dicative, as a supposition relating to contrary fact, or implying that the contrary 
is the truth; the third, ἐὰν with the subjunctive, supposition relating to contin- 
gent fact; the fourth, εὐ with the optative, supposition of conceived fact. 

Professor L. R: Packard, of Yale College, New Haven, Conn., 
read a paper on ‘‘Homer’s Odyssey, Book X., vv. 81-86.” 

The difficulty of the passage was illustrated by a review of the various expla- 
nations, ancient and modern, that have been suggested. The first line, and half 


of the second, it was shown, cannot be positively and precisely explained from 
the want of sufficient data. Only with regard to τηλέπυλον it was urged that*it 
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cannot mean “having high or wide gates,” as some take it, but must mean “ hav- 
ing gates far apart,” a distance, either—as Nitzsch thinks—measured on the 
diameter, and so “long-streeted,” or perhaps more probably measured on the cir- 
cumference, and so “large in circuit,” a description of the greatness of the city 
in Epic style. 

It was pointed out in regard to the rest of the passage that previous explana- 
tions generally involve some assumption for which there is no ground here or 
elsewhere in Homer. Thus Nitzsch assumes, from the mention of two kinds of 
cattle in line 85, that cows are driven out earliest in the morning, and sheep come 
home latest at evening. So J. F. Lauer assumes that this meeting takes place at 
evening, and that the sheep-herd coming in greets the cow-herd going forth. 

The view maintained in the paper assumed only this, as naturally in the mind 
of poet and hearers, that all kinds of flocks naturally spend only the day in pas- 
ture, and the night under the protection of the herdsman’s home. ‘This is the 
representation elsewhere in Homer, e. g., in regard to the Cyclops (Od. 9 passim), 
and to Eumaeus, (Od. 14, 13-22; 16,3). This familiar idea is applied to the 
Laestrygonian country, without thought that the absence of any night there 
makes it inappropriate, and it explains the mention of the two kinds of flocks in 
line 85. A man who could dispense with sleep could be in the pasture through 
the twenty-four hours, but either kind of animal would naturally be at home for | 
half of that time. 

Tn the last line most explanations have translated ἐγγύς “near to one another.” 
The word occurs some forty-five times in Homer, and in thirty-three cases in such a 
way (either because the subject is singular, or because some local genitive depends 
upon ἐγγύς) that it cannot mean “near to one another” but only “near” to 
something else. Of the other eleven cases (not counting the line under discus- 
sion), which all resemble this in plurality of subject and absence of dependent 
genitive, only one admits the meaning “near to one another.” The usual word 
for reciprocal nearness is πλησίος. The plain inference is, that the line means 
“for near (to the home of the Laestrygonians) are the paths of day and night.” 
The following journey is all near to this place, and all in a region of marvels, 
which is such because of its nearness to the western home of the sun (cf. Od. 
10, 130; 12, 3f., 166, 175f., 201, 261, 284-93). The whole story is probably a 
natural exaggeration of the stories of shorter nights in higher latitudes brought 
home by sailors, which seems to be localized near sunset, and described without 
any thought of logical consistence in the parts of the fable. 


Professor M. L. D’Ooge, of the University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, Mich., read the last paper of the afternoon, on “The Docu- 
ments in Demosthenes on the Crown.” 


Professor Lipsius, of Leipzig, called my attention, not long since, to a new 
argument against the genuineness of the documents in the oration of Demosthenes 
on the Crown, which was first stated in its general bearing by Prof. Sauppe, of 
Gottingen. 

1. Stichometric enumerations are found not only in 2, but also in the MSS. of 
other families, as in Venetus F and in Bavaricus, and these enumerations corres- 
pond so closely as to warrant the inference that they have all a common source 
in one and the same original codex. 

2. I+ appears that the count of these ancient στίχοι is in proportion to the 
length of the speeches and the number of the lines in our editions: e. g., in 
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Orat. pro Halon., 345 στίχοι = 326 lines in Reiske; in Orat. de Cherson., 590 
στίχοι -ΞΞ- 559 lines R.; so in 

I; Olynth., 265 στ. ΞΞ 288 lines R.; 

Mey Olynths,. 995° == τε 

Pe een eee SOUS AGO (ee 


From this comparison we deduce a ratio of 30 στίχοι to 29 lines (= 1 page) of 
Reiske. 

3. Applying this ratio to the Orat. de Corona we obtain the following: The 
number of στίχοι is given at the close of Σ as 2768, which would equal—accord- 
ing to our ratio—92 pages of Reiske; but with Reiske the oration has 107 pages, 
and this difference of 15 pages corresponds almost exactly to the 450 lines which 
are taken up by the documents in Reiske. Or, to state it differently, according 
to the ratio of 29 : 30, the oration, inclusive of the documents, should contain 
about 3200 στίχοι, whereas the number contained is stated to be only 2768. ‘That 
the documents are found in Σ does not, of course, invalidate this argument, since 
it applies only to the original root-codex, from which this enumeration is sup- 
posed to originate. Nor would this result be materially different if we suppose 
with Blass, in Rhein. Museum, 24, that these στίχοι are not lines, but oratorical 
periods—xw/Aa—since according to the figures. above given, these κῶλα, if not 
individually of about the same length, must yet collectively have occupied about 
the same ground. 


An invitation from Professor Brocklesby, acting President of 
Trinity College, to visit the College buildings and grounds, was 
accepted with thanks. 

An invitation from the Faculty of the University of Mississippi, 
to hold the next meeting of the Association at Oxford, Miss., was 
referred to a committee (to be raised) on the time and the place 
of the next meeting. 

The Association took a recess until 24 o’clock Pp. M. 


AFTERNOON SESSION. 


The first paper of the afternoon was read by Professor Charles 
Short, of Columbia College, New York, on “The History of the 
Vulgate, and the Characteristics of its Latinity.” 


The author traced the history of the Latin version from its probable origin in 
North Africa in the second century to its revision by St. Jerome in the fourth, its 
acknowledgment by Gregory the Great in the sixth, and its formal revision, sanc- 
tion, and adoption by the Roman See in the sixteenth century. He then pro- 
ceeded to give the results of a minute critical examination of about one-fourth of 
the Gospel of St. Matthew, using Dr. Tisdendorf’s edition of the Codex Amiatinus 
of the sixth century, the purest form of St. Jerome’s revision now known to us. 

These results were given under the following heads and illustrated in most cases 
by all the examples occurring in the portion of St. Matthew above designated. 

(1) The order of the original is exactly preserved by the Vulgate in most in- 
stances, with here and there an unavoidable departure, and sometimes a departure 
that might easily have been avoided. 
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(2) Many of its renderings are very close in sense or form or both. 

(3) Certain of its renderings are more or less inexact or faulty. 

(4) Many of its renderings are in strict accordance with the Latin idiom, even 
when the Latin idiom differs from the Greek. 

(5) It presents instances of judicious freedom in idiomatic translation. 

(6) Itnot unfrequently renders the Greek literally in violation of the Latin idiom. 

(7) Some of its words, forms, and phrases are in very unusual, but still au- 
thorized Latin. 

(8) In its use of moods the Vulgate commonly observes the nicety of classic 
usage; but the infinitive is sometimes employed to denote purpose, as in Latin 
poetry ; the subjunctive is in a few instances used without apparent reason after 
quoniam and quia; and in one case we have the indicative employed in an indi- 
rect question, as in the early and the late Latin poets. 

(9) In the use of particles the Vulgate commonly conforms to’ classic rule 
even in delicate points, but some of its uses of particles are unusual and others 
are unexampled. 

It is the author’s purpose to examine in the same manner a part of the 
Acts and the Epistles, this portion of the New Testament, as is supposed, not 
having been revised at all by St. Jerome or only very cursorily, and to compare 
the results of such examination with the foregoing. 


Professor W. D. Whitney, of Yale College, New Haven, Conn., 
read a paper on “The Proportional Hlements of English Utterance.” 


If we are rightly to estimate the phonetic character of a language, it is neces- 
sary for us to know not only the sounds which compose its spoken alphabet, but 
also the comparative frequency of their occurrence. In order to determine this 
latter for the English language (according to my own natural pronunciation of it), 
I have made a selection of ten passages, five in prose and five in poetry, from as 
many different authors, and analyzed and enumerated the sounds occurring in 
them, until the number of 1000 sounds was reached in each; then, adding the ten 
numbers for each sound together, I obtained the proportional rate of occurrence 
of each in 10,000 sounds; which probably gives a fairly approximative average 
for the language in general. 

The ten selected passages were as follows: 1. from Shakespeare’s ‘“ Julius 
Cesar,” the beginning of Antony’s speech over the body of Cesar, 288 words ; 
2. from Milton’s “ Paradise Lost,” the beginning, 274 words; 3. from Gray’s 


=? 
“Elegy,” the beginning, 272 words; 4. from Bryant’s “ Thanatopsis,” the 
beginning, 283 words; 5..from Tennyson’s “In Memoriam,” of section ]1xxxiii., 


284 words; 6. from King James’s Bible version, of Psalm xxvii., 319 words; 
7. from Dr. Johnson’s ‘ Rasselas,” the beginning, 263 words; 8. from Gold- 
smith’s ‘‘ Vicar of Wakefield,” the beginning, 269 words; 9. from Carlyle’s 
“Sartor Resartus,” book ii., ch. 8, eighth paragraph, 258 words; 10. from 
Macaulay’s essay on Milton, part of the passage on the Puritans, 236 words. 
The main results are given in the following table, which is so arranged that it 
may serve as a scale of frequency either for the whole alphabet or for the vowel 
and consonantal systems taken separately. The figures, if read without the deci- 
mal point, give the whole number of occurrences of each sound in the 10,000 
sounds; the decimal point converts them into expressions of percentage. And 
as it is of interest to note the limits of variation in the rate of occurrence of each 
sound, there is added a column of minima and maxima, or of the least and the 
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greatest number of occurrences found in any of the single passages of 1000 
sounds; these also are converted into percentages by the decimal point. 


ScALE AND RatTE or FREQUENCY OF ENGLISH SOUNDS. 


Consonants. Vowels. Per cent. Min. and Max. 
is 7.44 5.4 — 9.8 
n 6.76 Ais et 7:9 
ft 5.93 4.6 — 8.9 

p 5.90 4.7 — 7.4 

a 5.66 4.3 — 6.9 

εἰ 4.94 4.0 — 5.8 

8 4.09 3.7 — 5.8 

l 3.84 2.5 — 6.2 

dh 3.83 2.4 — 65.1 
ὅ 3.34 2.6 — 4.7 

@ 3.02 2.4 — 4.0 

m 3.06 18 — 4.1 
Zz 2.92 2.2 — 4.3 
2 2.80 1.5 — 4.8 

a 2.59 18 — 4.2 

v DSi 14 — 3.5 
h D584 1:2. -=-. 91] 
w 2.01 16 — 3.0 
k Pele) Li = 8:1 
fe 2.06 1 = eS 
a 2.00 Le - 9:5 

αἱ 1.91] 9 — 4.8 

a 1.85 9 — 2.5 

ὃ 1.76 9 — 2.6 

p ΤΠ} 10 — 2.6 
b 1.64 10 — 8.4 
é 1.61 Ds) 327 

᾿ Α 1.54 384 Ξο 2.9 

sh 86 ei es 
au 83 .Ὁ — L138 
g 19 3 — 1.6 
ng eS a ἴω 1 — 1.4 
y .66 OS ila 
th 58 .2 — 1.0 
a -56 -l — 1.2 
ch Ὁ -l — 1.2 
A AT .O — 1.4 
) .41 ok - 9 
ἥ .44 De τ 
! 35 SGT ES OL 
1 .16 CO 2S: 
Al oll LO aD, 
ὅ .08 0) = Ὁ 
zh .02 Oo — .1] 


62.71 37.29 
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In the scheme of representation here used, a denotes the open or “Italian” a 
of far; ἅ, the sound in what, not (“short 0”); 4, that in all, awe; @, that in fat, 
man (‘‘short a”’); .#, that in care, bear (in my mouth, a lengthened ὦ, with trans- 
ition-sound to following 7); ὅ, the “short e” of met, pen; 8, the sound in they, 
mate (“long a’’), a somewhat closer e-sound than é,and having a vanish of 7 (ee) ; 
i, the “short 7” of pin; 7, the sound in pique, meet (“long 6); 6, the true short 
o-sound heard in New England in a few words, like whole and home; 6, the “‘long 
o” of hole, having a vanish of wu (00), as 6 of 7; a, the true short u-sound of pull, 
wool; i, the pure oo-sound of rule, fool; 9, the short ‘‘neutral vowel” sound in 
but, son, blood; g, the corresponding long, before r, as in hurt, heard, herd, mirth, 
world; ai, the diphthongal sound in aisle, isle (“longi”); au, that in now, found; 
Al, that in boy, boil; the ὦ and n with subscript 0, the consonantal vowels in unac- 
cented final syllables like apple and feeble, reckon and lessen. As for the conso- 
nants, it is only necessary to explain that th denotes the surd sound in thin, and 
dh the sonant in then; ng, the palatal (or ‘“‘guttural”’) nasal in singing; sh, the 
sibilant in she, sure, nation; zh, the corresponding sonant in azure, occasion; ch 
and 7, the surd and sonant sounds in church and judge, which are compound, and 
might have been better treated here as such, being analyzable into t-sh and d-zh, 
only with at and d formed farther back, more palatal, than our ordinary “dental” 
or lingual letters; if they are distinguished, it would be necessary also to distin- 
guish the corresponding more palatal n of inch and hinge (it occurs 13 times in the 
10,000 sounds). 

In the number of occurrences given for a (of far) are included all such cases as 
chance, pass, path, raft, which I pronounce with the full “Italian” sound, knowing 
no compromise or intermediate whatever between this sound and the flat a of fat 
and man; if those classes be uttered with a somewhat flattened vowel, as is now 
very usual, and even enjoined by the orthoépists, the percentage of a will be re- 
duced almost to nothing. ‘The short neutral a, as given, includes the neutralized 
vowels of unaccented syllables (e. g. in woman, distant, penal, nation, miller, pres- 
ence), and of enclitic words (like the and a), as judged and estimated from an 
ordinary reading style of utterance, neither affectedly distinct nor careless and 
slovenly. The percentage of r includes all the cases in which that letter is writ- 
ten; if, according to a habit which is widely prevalent both in this country and 
in England, the r be really uttered only when it has a vowel after it, the figure 
will be reduced to 3.74. Under f are counted the occurrences of that sound 
before the w and y sounds, as in when (hwén) and hue (hy), where some hold that 
they pronounce instead only a surd w and a surd y before the vowel: the cases 
like when number 39 in the 10,000 sounds; those like hue, only 4. The “long 
a” of use, pure, cube, etc., is analyzed and reckoned as yi, my own natural pro- 
nunciation recognizing no intermediate between this and a pure @ (00).* 

The table shows that the average proportion of vowels to consonants in English 
is 37.3 to 62.7 (the minimum and maximum of vowels are 35.7 and 39.6). This is 
just about the same as in German, a little less than in Swedish (38.3) or French 
(about 40), yet less than in Gothic (41), Sanskrit (42), Latin (44), or Greek (46). 
The average number of consonants to a syllable, then, is 1.682. The whole 
number of words in the ten passages being 2746, the average number of sounds 


* For other details, which cannot well be included here, of the definition and estimate of the 
yarious sounds, reference may be made to the author’s paper on ‘‘ The Elements of English 
Pronunciation,” in the second volume of his ‘‘ Oriental and Linguistic Studies,” published in 


the autumn of 1874. 
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to a word is 3.642; that of syllables to a word is 1.358: that is to say, there is ἃ 
second syllable for only about one word in four: the actual number of monosyl- 
lables in all the passages is 2028, or 73.8 per cent.; of dissyllables 510, or 18.6 
per cent.; of trisyllables, 146, or 5.3 per cent.; and the words of four syllables — 
are 50; of five syllables, 11; of six syllables, 1. 

It may be worth while to make a few more general combinations and compari- 
sons. First, the vowels may be classified as follows: 


Palatal (@, 6, 1), 17.44 Openest (a), 56 
Labial (4, 0, u), 8.41 Next degree (@, ἅ, 4), 7.92 
Lingual (/ 7), 51 Medial (e, 0), 6.79 
Neutral (a, a), 8.07 Closest (7, τι, 2), 18.65 
Diphthongs, 2.86 
The consonants, classified according to articulating organs, are as follows: 
Palatal, 6.29 
Labial, 13.15 
Lingual, 40.93 
Neutral (/), 2.34 
According to degree of closeness or openness, they are : 
Mutes (sonant 7.84, surd 10.34), 18.18 
Spirants (sonant 6.20, surd 2.64), 8.84 
Sibilants (sonant 3.41, surd 6.08), 9.49 
Nasals, 10.61 
Semivowels, 14.25 
Aspiration, 2.34 
Finally, comparing the surd and sonant elements, we have— 
Of pairs of Cons. Of all Cons. Of whole Alphabet. 
Surds, 18.53 20,87 20.87 
Sonants, 16.98 41.84 79.13 


Dr. J. Hammond Trumbull, of Hartford, Conn., next read a 
paper on “Numerals in American Indian Languages, and the 
Indian Mode of Counting.” 


No exception has been found in American Indian languages to Grimm’s dictum 
that “all numerals are derived from the fingers.” The greater number of the 
Indian nations of North America adopted a decimal system—counting the fingers 
of both hands. Some tribes, however, did not advance beyond a quinary system, 
and a few were poorer even than this. The Abipones of Paraguay, we are told, 
could not count beyond four, giving to that number a name meaning “ the 
ostrich’s toes” (i. e. three and one). Other nations, particularly the Mexican 
and Central American, counted by twenties instead of tens or fives, reckoning toes 
as well as fingers, for the base of a numeral system. The Tule Indians of Darien 
(a vocabulary of whose language was printed in last year’s Transactions) adopt 
this mode of counting: “twenty” being named ‘‘one man’’; 100, “ five men,” 
and soon. A general view of these vigesimal systems was given by Mr. Galla- 
tin in 1845 (Transactions of the American Ethnological Society, vol. i.), and 
was incorporated by A. F. Pott in his Zahlmethode. 

Admitting the derivation of numerals from the fingers, the question In what 
order are the fingers counted? becomes a necessary preliminary to the analysis 
of any numeral series. Which finger represents one? Is it the little finger, or— 
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as in the counting of deaf mutes—the thumb? And when going from “five” to 
‘‘six,”’ that is, from one hand to the other, is the sequence from finger to finger, 
thumb to thumb, or thumb to finger ? 

The only answer given by Gallatin or Pott to such questions relates to the 
Eskimo numerals. We learn from other sources that nearly all American nations 
follow the same order as the Eskimos: namely, they count the little finger (usually 
of the left hand) one, the next finger two, and so on to the thumb, which is five ; 
the thumb of the other hand is six, and ten falls on the little finger of that hand. 
Each finger as it is counted is bent down. 

Whether an Indian marks one by his little finger or his thumb may seem of 
small importance to philology; but it is one of the thousand questions which a 
philologist must answer before becoming qualified to discuss the subject of Mr. 
Robert Ellis’s volume ‘‘On Numerals as Signs of Primeval Unity among Man- 
kind’? (London, 1873). This writer presents, as ‘‘results of primeval affinity— 
indications of unity of origin in human speech and probably in the human race ”—a 
number of presumed “coincidences, affecting not only numerals but also the names 
of members of the body from which those numerals are derived, in languages far 
removed from each other,” and he finds many of these coincidences among Indian 
languages of America. He detects resemblances between names for ‘‘ hand,” 
“finger,” “five,” etc., in the Indian and in the Basque, the original Aryan, and 
some African languages. Even the much-vexed dice of Toscanella are made to 
show the likeness of an Etruscan one to a Comanche hand and an African finger. 

After brief notice of Mr. Ellis’s ingenious volume, the writer proceeded to offer 
some observations on the etymology of Indian numerals, and on the relations of 
names for numbers to the several fingers by which the numbers are designated. 
The little-finger, which stands for one, is called by some nations ‘‘ the youngest 
son of the hand”’; by others, “ the little one,” “the last born,” etc. Paysuk, the 
Massachusetts name for one (bezhik in Chippeway) means ‘the little one.” 
Wanzhidan, the Sioux one, probably means “the little (finger) bent down,” as it 
is in counting one. The fourth or ring finger is nameless in many languages. 
The Indians often designate it as “next to the little” or “next to the middle” 
finger. It marks—but rarely if ever gives a name to—two. Some names for two 
seem to have been derived from roots meaning ‘‘ to couple,” ‘to double,” or the 
like. Such roots must be of earlier origin than any formal arithmetical system. 
The dual is older than the plural. From these same roots come names of natural 
pairs, so that in many languages we find a likeness to two in the names of 
“hands,” “arms,” ‘feet,’ “eyes,” etc. Names of artificial pairs—moccasins, 
leggings, mittens, ete.—sometimes come by later derivation from the same roots, 
or from the numeral two. In all the Algonkin languages, in the Dakota, and 
in some others, two and hands are very nearly related—the name for hand being 
derived in many of these languages from a root meaning “taking hold.” The 
hand is the “holder” or the “seizer.” The middle finger is so named in almost 
all languages, and in many it gives this name to the numeral three. Hight, which 
falls on the same finger of the other hand, is often named “the other three,” 
“three again,” or the like. The jorefinger is the “index” or “pointer,” as it 
has been in many languages of the eastern continent. It marks four, and names 
for four are often derived from it or from the action of “showing” or “ pointing 
αὖ. In the Massachusetts language yau, “four,” is nearly identical with yeu, 
‘this, that, here.” ‘The thumb does not often give names to the jive and six which 
are counted on it. It is called by the Algonkins, “greatest finger”; by the 
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Dakotas, ‘parent (or eldest brother) of the hand”; by the Choctaws, “ hand’s 
mother,” ete. ive, that is, one hand, is variously named, as ‘‘a half” (i. e. of 
ten), “one side,” “a stopping place,” “all together,” “half way,” ete. 

The other numerals, to ten, were similarly discussed, with illustrations from 
various Indian languages. 


A recess was then taken until 8 o’clock. 


EVENING SESSION. 


On re-assembling, the Secretary reported the following names of 
new members: 


Mr. L. A. Sherman, New Haven, Conn.; Mr. M. C. Stebbins, Principal of 
High School, Springfield, Mass.; Professor C. T. Winchester, Wesleyan Uni- 
versity, Middletown, Conn.; Professor John H. Wright, Ohio Agricultural and 
Mechanical College, Columbus, Ohio. 


Rev. Carl W. Ernst, of Providence, R. I., presented a paper on 
“The Pronunciation of German Vowels.” 


It was attempted to arrange these sounds scientifically and in the form of a 
table, the fundamentum divisions being physiology rather than history or merely 
anatomy. ‘The question when or where in a word certain vowel-sounds occur, it 
was stated, can be determined only after an analysis of the vowels, and when the 
laws of accentuation are defined. The vowels, for the present purpose, were ex- 
plained genetically as the voice uninterrupted, consonants being vocalized or unvo- 
calized breath checked by the tongue or teeth or lips. German vowels are simple 
or mixed; mixed or diphthongs when consisting of two sounds most intimately 
united. The simple vowels were divided, as to quality, into eight long sounds (a, 
e, i, 0, u, a, ὃ, ἃ), and seven sharp sounds (a, 6,1, 0, τι, ὃ, ἃ), the term sharp dif- 
fering from short, and being equivalent rather to abrupt. These sharp vowels 
are not long vowels abbreviated, but differ from them materially, and are pro- 
nounced farther back in the mouth and with the tongue lowered. As to quantity 
or time of utterance the vowels were divided into eight long vowels (the same as 
above), and ten short vowels (the sharp vowels and the three diphthongs), short 
merely meaning that they occupy little time and about one-fourth of the time 
occupied by the long vowels. ‘The language has three diphthongs: au, ai (also 
spelled ei, ey, ay), Οἱ (also spelled eu, iu, xu), which are always short and present 
to the ear the rapid transition from a sharp to a long vowel. ‘The term open was 
used of the distance between the vocal chords, which is greatest, or as great as 
tasie and ease of individual elocution will permit, in u, gradually diminishing 
through 0, a, and e, it being smallest in i; 1 is therefore the “closest”? vowel in 
German, and requires the least emission of breath. The aperture of the lips, 
horizontally and perpendicularly, is greatest in a, growing systematically less in 
e, i, 0, and is as slight as possible in u. The lips protrude most in τι, less in o, 
their position is normal in a, they are pressed gently against the teeth in e, and 
rather strongly ini. The larynx correspondingly rises in i, less in e, its position 
is normal in a, below this in ὁ and ἃ. ‘The vowels 4, ὃ, t, are pronounced like 
a,0, u; only the vocal chords and the larynx have the same position as in i. 
The relation between the vowels approaches mathematical accuracy. 
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Col. T. W. Higginson, of Newport, R. 1., next read a paper on 
the word “Philanthropy.” 


It has been said that there is more to be learned from language itself than from 
all that has been written by its aid. It is possible to reconstruct some part of the 
moral attitude of a race through a word of its language. This paper may illus- 
trate such a process. 

When a word comes into existence, its meaning is carved on the language 
which holds it. If you find the name of a certain virtue in any tongue, the race 
which framed that language knew that virtue. The word Philanthropy is a modern 
word in the English language. The Pilgrim Fathers may have practised what 
the word meant, but few among them had heard the word, perhaps none had used 
it. It is not in the writings of Chaucer or Spenser or Shakespeare, nor even in 
the authorized version of the English Bible, first published in 1611. The corres- 
ponding Greek word, occurring three times in the original, is each time trans- 
lated by a circumlocution. The word Philanthropy does not appear in the 
pioneer English Dictionary—Minsheu’s Guide to the Tongues, first published in 
1617, nor in the Spanish Dictionary of the same Minsheu, in 1623. But two years 
later, in the second edition of the Guide to the Tongues, it appears as follows, 
among the new words distinguished by +; ‘‘Philanthropie: Humanitie, a loving 
’ of men:” and then follow the Greek and Latin words as sources of derivation. 

This is its first appearance as an English word. But Lord Bacon, publishing 
in the same year (1625) his essay on Goodness and Goodness of Heart, uses the 
original word as follows: “41 take goodness in this sense, the affecting of the weal 
of men, which is that the Grecians call Philanthropia; and the word Humanity 
(as it is used) is a little too light to express it.” 

The next author who uses this word is Jeremy Taylor. In his Holy Dying, 
(published 1651), he translates the Greek word φιλάνθρωπος “a lover of mankind,” 
but in his Sermons, published a year later, though perhaps preached earlier, he 
uses the English word, the phrase being “that godlike excellency, a philanthropy 
and love to all mankind;” and again, “the philanthropy of God.” The word 
took root slowly. In 1693, in a preface to Sir H. Steere’s version of Polybius, 
Dryden used it with an apology, thus: ‘This philanthropy, which we have not 
a proper word in English to express.” 

Three leading writers of their century—Bacon, Taylor, and Dryden,—thus 
furnish the milestones that mark the entry of the word philanthropy into our 
language. Doubtless the reason of its use is correctly stated by Dryden; -it was 
needed. 

The Greek word φιλανθρωπία gave the avowed key-note for the greatest drama 
preserved to us and also for the sublimest life of Greece. It seems to have been 
first used by Epicharmus, who was born about 540 B. C. Its first important use 
was in the Prometheus Bound of Aeschylus, probably represented about 460 B. 
C. The vengeance of Zeus has fallen upon Prometheus for his love of man; he 
is to be bound to the desert rock for his philanthropy, ¢:Aav6perov τρόπου (lines 11, 
28). In the most magnificent soliloquy in ancient literature, Prometheus accepts 
the charge and glories in his offense; he admits that he has conveyed the sacred 
fire of Zeus to men, and thereby saved them from destruction. The philanthropic 
man is exhibited under torment for his devotion, but refusing to regret what he 
has done. There is no play in modern literature which turns so entirely on the 
word and the thing, philanthropy. 
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In the Euthyphron of Plato (ὃ 3), Socrates uses the word thus, replying to an 
opponent (Jowett’s translation): ‘I dare say that you don’t make yourself com- 
mon and are not apt to impart your wisdom. But I have a benevolent habit (ἀπὸ 
φιλανθρωπίας) of pouring myself out to everybody, and would even pay for a lis- 
tener, and I am afraid the Athenians know this.” 

Coming down to later authors, we find the use of the word in Greek to be 
always that for which it was imported into English. How apt we are to say that 
the Greeks thought only of the state, not of individuals, nor of the world outside ! 
Yet Isocrates heaps praises on a man for being φιλάνθρωπος Kai φιλαθήναιος Kai 
φιλόσοφος. Demosthenes uses φιλανηρωπία in contrast to p0dvoc’and to ὠμότης, 
and speaks of employing philanthropy towards any one, φιλανθρωπίαν τινὶ χρῆσθαι. 
Xenophon makes Cyrus describe himself on his death-bed as φιλάνθρωπος, and 
Plutarch sums up the praises of a youth by the same epithet, in the passage trans- 
lated by Jeremy Taylor. Plutarch also, in his Life of Solon, employs the word 
φιλανθρώπευμα, a philanthropic act. Epictetus (Fragm. 46) says that nothing is 
nobler than φιλανθρωπία. Diodorus speaks of a desert country as ἐστερημένη 
πάσης pravOpworiac—destitute of all philanthropy, or, as we might say, “pitiless.” 

We have then a virtue thus named, which dates back within about two centu- 
ries of the beginning of authentic history. Some of the uses of the word have 
almost disappeared ; such as its application to Deity. Aristophanes (Peace, 394) 
applies it thus to Hermes: ᾿8) φελανθρωπότατε ; and Paul uses it similarly in Titus 
iii.4. Athanasius uses it as a complimentary form of address, ‘H σὴ φιλανθρωπία, 
as Englishmen might say “your grace” or “your clemency” to a titled person, 
and even Americans say ‘‘your honor” todignitaries. In modern literature Jeremy 
Taylor, Barrow, and Young use the word in application to the Deity, but this is 
now rarely heard. With the Greeks, the word did duty in the double sense of 
“the fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man.” 

It is hardly just in Max Miller to say that “humanity is a word for which you 
look in vain in Plato or Aristotle”? without alluding to this history of the elder 
word. Even the omission of the word and thought in Aristotle was criticized 
before Max Miller by Plutarch, who says (in his “Fortune of Alexander 7) 
that Aristotle advised Alexander to treat the Greeks as friends and kinsmen, 
but the barbarians only as animals or chattels; but that Alexander wished that 
all should regard the whole world as their common country, the good as fellow- 
citizens, the bad only as foreigners—that every good man should be esteemed 
a Hellene, every evil man a barbarian. The Stoics are represented as teaching 
that we should look upon all men in general as our fellow countrymen. The 
Pythagoreans, five centuries before our era, taught the love of all to all. Menan- 
der said: ‘To live is not to live for one’s self alone; let us help one another.” 
Epictetus maintained that “the universe is one great city full of beloved ones, 
divine and human, endeared to each other.” The same chain of thought was 
continued down through the Latin writers. Terence, Cicero, Quintilian, and 
Juvenal may be cited to similar effect. 

It is a remarkable fact that the word “philautie” for “self-love” from the 
Greek φιλαυτία, was introduced by Minsheu, at the same time with “ philanthro- 
pie,” and was used by Holinshed and by Beaumont and Fletcher, but is now 
obsolete. The bad word died of itself, but the good word took root and 
flourished. 

Our debt to the Greek race is not merely scientific or esthetic, but in some 
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degree moral and spiritual as well. However vast may be the spread of philan- 
thropy in Christendom, we should give the Greek race some credit for the spirit, 
since at all events we must give them full credit for the word. 


On motion, Professor Whitney, Mr. Buckingham, Professor 
Seymour, Professor Young, and Professor Haldeman were ap- 
pointed a committee to nominate officers and members of the 
Executive Committee for the ensuing year. 

On motion, Dr. Trumbull, Col. Higginson, Professor W. F. 
Allen, Professor Comfort, and Professor Tyler were appointed a 
committee to recommend a place and a day for the next meeting 
of the Association. 

The Association stood adjourned to 9 o’clock a. . 


THuRSDAY, JuLY 16—Mornine Szssion. 


At the opening of the morning session, Professor Albert Hark- 
ness, of Brown University, Providence, R. I, read a paper on 
“The Formation of the Tenses for Completed Action in the Latin 
Finite Verb.” 


The Latin, Greek, and Sanskrit undoubtedly inherited, from the mother tongue 
of the Indo-European Family, the power to express completed action by means 
of reduplication, and to create new tense-forms through the help of auxiliary verbs. 
The Latin is, however, distinguished from the Greek and Sanskrit by a freer use 
of compound tense-forms to supply the place of the reduplication. Indeed, in all 
tenses for completed action, except the perfect, compound forms alone are used. 
In cecineram, for instance, we at once recognize the modified stem cin, which gives 
the general meaning of the verb, the reduplication ce, which denotes completed 
action, and the auxiliary eram, which adds the idea of past time. We have, there- 
fore, an expression for completed action in past time. But the analysis of cecinis- 
sem is more difficult. Corssen explains it as compounded of cecin, 7, and ssem, 
but he does not show the origin or the use of the long 7, a fact which renders his 
explanation comparatively worthless. But cecinissem may be formed from cecin 
and essem, originally esem, which became zsem in compounds, as cecinisem; then 
by a subsequent doubling of the s, esem became essem, and isem in compounds 
issem ; hence cecin-issem. 

But the great difficulty to be removed is found in the endings of the Perfect, 2, 
isti, it, mus, istis, erunt or ere. ‘These endings present peculiarities which have 
never been explained. Bopp’s labored effort to bring the Latin Perfect into some 
sort of harmony with Sanskrit aorist forms has proved a complete failure. 
Schleicher’s attempted explanation is admitted by the learned author himself to 
be incomplete, and is in the main rejected by Corssen, while the views expressed 
by Corssen himself upon the general subject of the formation of the Latin Per- 
fect fall far short of meeting the real difficulty. 

It is evident that the problem before us can be solved only by some new method ; 
and numerous facts in the language suggest the inquiry whether some different 
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treatment of the auxiliaries, es? and fu’, which are used in the formation of Per- 
fects in ui, vi, and 51, may not give us the key to the true explanation of these 
remarkable forms. No one has ever traced esi back to its original form. It cor- 
responds to the Sanskrit dsa, but_dsa itself is not an original formation, but has 
been contracted from asasa or asasma. After the analogy of the original San- 


skrit, the corresponding Latin stem es, seen in swm, esse, would give esismi inflected 
thus: esismi i 


— esimi = 68]. 
esisti 9 = esisti. 
esisti = esist = esit. 
esismus = esimus. 
esistis = esistis. 
esisunt — esirunt — eserunt. 


The various changes by which eszsmi, esisti, etc., become esi, esist?, etc., are 
readily explained. The auxiliary thus assumes the exact form in which it ap- 
pears in Perfects in δὲ and xi, as carp-esi, carpsi, carpsisti, carpsit, etc. 

The same treatment of fui from fuismi, compounded of fu and es gives the 
exact endings of Perfects in wi and wi, as alu, amavi, ete. 

The discussion leads to the following conclusions: 

1. The tense sign of the Latin Perfect in all verbs is the reduplication or its 
equivalent. In compound forms in wi, v7, and 51, it is seen in the auxiliary, which 
is formed either by reduplicating the stem es or by combining it with its equiva- 
lent fu. 

2. The peculiarities of the Latin Perfect—the final long 7, s in the first syllable 
of isti, istis, and finally the endings erunt and ere—are the direct result of the 
reduplication of es or of its combination with fu. These peculiarities are readily 
explained without doing violence to any known law of the language, and without 
requiring the insertion of a single letter, even of a connecting vowel. Moreover 
not a single element in any of these forms sustains any important loss. 


The second paper of the morning was read by Professor Gus- 
tavus Fischer, of Rutgers College, New Brunswick, N. J., on 
“The Present Condition of Latin Grammar.” 


The science of Latin grammar has not kept pace in our day with other sci- 
ences. In almost every part of syntax, the present condition of grammatical 
science is exceedingly defective. The grammars leave us without an answer just 
when they ought to answer ; they often answer just when it is not worth while 
to ask a question. ‘The time has come when we should apply the microscope to 
the study of language. True philology is one.of the natural sciences, and ac- 
curate and minute observation is no less necessary in it than in any other of them. 
Philology, indeed, deals with the mind; we may call it a physiology, but at the 
same time a history of the mind. We have already begun to apply this micro- 
scopic investigation to the origin of words ; it remains now to apply it to Latin 
syntax in the same manner as many members of this Association have suc- 
cessfully applied it to some parts of Greek grammar. Such a treatment of Latin 
grammar would be essentially historical, carefully separating the different 
epochs, and always beginning with the oldest writers in which a given syntactical 
form occurs. 

One of the examples adduced was the use of the subjunctive with sunt qui, est 
qui, etc. (for instance, “ sunt qui dicant,” ‘there are persons who say ”’), in classi- 
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cal prose. There is no Aryan language, except the Latin, in which such a sub- 
junctive occurs. Some grammarians are altogether silent on the reasons for the 
use of this subjunctive. Others explain sunt qui dicant by sunt homines tales ut di- 
cant. But this is evidently erroneous. For, aside from the fact that this con- 
struction is frequently used when definite and particular statements without any 
reference to ‘‘kind” are assigned to persons, such modal wt-clauses never occur 
in this connection, and hence the clauses with qui could not possibly be substitutes 
for modal wé-clauses. Haase considers this subjunctive a linguistic necessity, because, 
he says, the predication is contained in the principal sentence, and hence the use 
of another indicative for the same predication in the relative clause would be a 
linguistic pleonasm. ‘This peculiar idiom can only be explained historically. Hap- 
pily we have the first beginning of this usage before our eyes. We find that 
neither Plautus nor ‘Terence ever uses a subjunctive in this construction, al- 
though the construction itself not rarely occurs in these writers, as: “Sunt quos 
scio esse amicos ;” ‘sunt quorum ingenia atque animos non queo noscere.” In Cato 
and Lucretius the construction does not occur. In Varro it is found six times, 
and only once with a subjunctive, which is not owing to the sunt qui. Varro’s 
contemporary, Cicero, was the first who used sunt quz with a subjunctive, and 
so frequently that it will be difficult to count the passages. While Cicero uses 
the subjunctive in this construction (say) 200 times, the indicative occurs only in 
two or three authenticated passages, although if sunt qui or est qui is qual- 
ified by the addition of multi, quidam, or similar adjuncts, the passages with the 
indicative are a little more numerous. Caesar and Sallust use the construction a 
few times, and oftener with the subjunctive than with the indicative. Livy uses 
the construction oftener than all classical writers together, and always with the 
subjunctive. ‘The poets of the classical period almost always use the indicative. 
The writers of the silver age follow the use of Cicero and Livy, though in Seneca 
four or five times the indicative occurs. Hence it is evident that the subjunctive 
in this construction had its origin in the time of Cicero, and was probably intro- 
duced by Cicero himself. On the other hand, we find that even in the classical 
writers the subjunctive is always used if the principal sentence is negative or con- 
tingent. But this negative or potential subjunctive has a considerably wider 
range than with sunt qui, although our grammars do not enumerate this class 
of subjunctives (which I call ‘the subjunctive of non-reality”’) among the “ general” 
instances of subjunctives. 

The subjunctive of non-reality occurs if the principal sentence is negative 
(and generally also if it is potential or contingent), and if this negative in’ the 
principal sentence makes the dependent clause virtually negative, although it has 
an affirmative form. Even in clauses introduced by the Latin equivalents of 
“that,” the language does not generally use the regular form of an accusative 
with the infinitive, preferring a clause with ut, in order to designate an action as 
having no reality (while it has an affirmative form), since this form alone admits 
the introduction of a subjunctive. It seems evident that the very frequent uses of 
subjunctives of non-reality in the construction sunt qui, etc. (as “nemo est 
qui dubitet,” etc.), caused the use of a subjunctive in the relative clause even 
when the principal sentence was not negative. Hence we must consider this sub. 
junctive as resting upon a mere conventional usage, and as having arisen from a 
false analogy of those constructions in which the subjunctive expresses the idea 
of non-reality. 


ia 
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Mr. C. D. Morris, of Peekskill, N. Y., read the next paper, on 
“The Age of Xenophon at the Time of the Anabasis.” 


The object of the paper was to show that there are many improbabilities 
attending the supposition that Xenophon was born B. C. 444, and was conse- 
quently forty-three.years old at the time of the Anabasis, which has been taken 
for established since the publication of K. W. Kriiger’s tract in 1822; and that 
therefore we must discredit the story, on which alone that supposition rests, that 
the life of Xenophon was saved by Socrates at the battle of Delium, B. C. 424. 
This story is found only in Strabo (cir. B. C. 10) and in Diogenes Laértius 
(cir. A. D. 200), and it is, therefore, a legitimate object of criticism. 1t was 
judged to be antecedently incredible (1) as being inconsistent with the narrative 


of Plutarch in his life of Alcibiades; (2) because, if Xenophon was of military 


age at the battle of Delium, it is hardly possible that he, with all his practical 
efficiency, should have had nothing to do with the subsequent events of the Pelo- 
ponnesian war; (3) on the ground that, if Xenophon owed his life to Socrates, 
he would surely have alluded to the fact, if not in his other writings, certainly in 
the Memorabilia; (4) because he had at least four of his works in hand consider- 
ably after the battle of Mantinea, B. C. 362, at which time he must have been 
over eighty-two years old. But the strongest reason for discrediting the story 
is the impossibility of giving a natural interpretation to several passages in the 
Anabasis except on the hypothesis that Xenophon was quite a young man at the 
time, probably not over twenty-five years old. When we remember that Proxenus 
was only thirty at the time of his death, Agias and Socrates about thirty-five, and 
Menon certainly considerably younger, we must feel that Xenophon, when medi- 
tating on the expediency of putting himself forward, could not, if he were over 
forty, have seemed to himself too young for a general’s responsibility, and there- 
fore could not have said to himself (iii. 1,14), ποίαν ἡλικίαν ἐμαυτῷ ἐλθεῖν ἀναμένω ; 
οὐ γὰρ ἔγωγ᾽ ἔτι πρεσβύτερος ἔσομαι, ἐὰν τήμερον προδῶ ἐμαυτὸν τοῖς πολεμίοις : 
nor could he have said to the captains of Proxenus, who were in the habit of 
yielding obedience to a man of thirty (iii. 1, 25), κἀγὼ dé, εἰ μὲν ὑμεῖς ἐθέλετε 
ἐξορμᾶν ἐπὶ ταῦτα, ἕπεσθαι ὑμῖν βούλομαι" et δ᾽ ὑμεῖς τάττετέ pe ἡγεῖσθαι οὐδὲν 
προφασίζομαι τὴν ἡλικίαν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀκμάζειν ἡγοῦμαι ἐρύκειν ἀπ’ ἐμαυτοῦ τὰ κακά. 
Similar indications of an age at least under thirty are found in iii. 2, 37; iii. 4, 
42; v. 3,1; vi. 4,25; vi. 5,4; and the frequent allusions to others as πρεσβύτεροι 
or πρεσβύτατοι are themselves indications of comparative youth on the part of the 
person who makes them. ‘The only passage in the Anabasis (vii. 2, 38) which 
has been thought to indicate greater maturity, viz., that in which Seuthes pro- 
poses to buy Xenophon’s daughter, if he had any (εἰ τίς σοὶ ἔστι θυγάτηρ), is of 
no weight, as we know nothing of Xenophon’s looks; and probably Seuthes may 
have made this offer, as he did all the rest of his offers, without any thought of 
the probability of his fulfilling it. In conclusion, it was insisted, after Grote, that 
the objection to reposing confidence in one so young as Xenophon was, which 
would naturally present itself to the soldiers, would be readily lost sight of in 
view of the remarkable capacity he exhibited to think, speak, and act with equal 
efficiency, which was the result of his Athenian training. 


4 
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Professor W. 10. Whitney, of Yale College, New Haven, Conn., 
read a paper on “The Relation of Vowels and Consonants, and 
certain Inferences from it.” 


The special characteristic of human speech is, that it is articulate. This means 
in reality what is literally expressed by the name. Our speech is broken into 
articuli, or joints, and is thus made both intelligible and flexible; and the joints 
are the syllables. A language of mere tone-sounds, shading and varying into 
one another without marked divisions, wouid be a sing-song; a language of mutes 
and fricatives, of explosions and buzzes, would be a splutter: both alike would be 
wanting in the availability for abundant and distinct expression which belong to 
our present utterance. The articulated or syllabic effect is capable of being given 
in various ways: least perfectly, by mere change from one vowel to another; dis- 
tinctly enough, by a hiatus between vowels, or repetitions of the same vowel; 
but most effectively, and in the practical use of speech prevailingly, by the inter- 
vention of closer sounds, or consonants, between the opener sounds, or vowels. 
For example, a may be prolonged indefinitely as only one syllable; but divide its 
continuity with a consonant, as in apa, ala, and the effect is dissyllabic. 

This brings to light the essential distinction of vowel and consonant: the one 
is an opener sound, with the element of tone or material prevalent; the other is 
a closer sound, with the element of oral modification, or of form, prevalent. All 
the current definitions of the two classes, so far as they are true and tenable, are 
founded upon and imply this. If, in the light of this description, all vowels were 
equally vocalic, and all consonants equally consonantal, there would be redson 
for treating the two classes separately, as independent systems. But this is not 
the case. ‘There are series leading, by successive degrees of the same oral modi- 
fication, clear through the alphabet, from the openest vowel to the closest conso- 
nant: such, for instance, is a, ὦ, 6, 1, y, gh-kh, g-k.* 

Along these series, the two classes shade into one another, with a class of sounds 
near the division-line—especially /, 7, n—which are capable of serving either 
office. And so the closest vowels, 7 (pique) and ἃ (rule), are capable of passing, 
with no difference of articulate form, but only of quantity and stress, into the 
consonants (semivowels) y and w. The openest vowels are vowels only; the 
closest consonants are consonants only; but there is an intermediate domtain, of 
doubtful and changeable character. Thus, in /ap we have a central openest 
sound, to which the less open / and the yet closer p are felt only as accessories ; in 
alp we have a transition from openest to closest through an intermediate degree, 
in pla the contrary, and it is still a single syllable; but arrange the same sounds 
in the order apl (i. 6. apple), and the word is dissyllabic, because there are two 
sounds of sufficient openness separated by a closer. ΐ 

The principles of syllabication may be graphically illustrated (as was done by 
the speaker, upon the blackboard), by representing the stream of opener vocalic 
utterance, with the constrictions and separations (effected by fricatives and mutes, 
etc.) dividing it into parts or joints. 

The truest and best physical scheme of the alphabet is one which illustrates 
this relation of vowel and consonant by arranging all sounds between the openest 
of them all, the a of far, and the three closest, the mutes ἦς, t, p, in classes accord- 


*The vowel-signs are used as in the author’s previous paper (above, page 16), and gh-kh repre- 
sent the fricatives lying nearest to g-k, or the German ch-sound and its corresponding sonant. ~ 
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ing to their degree of closeness or openness of the articulating organs, and in 
lines (approximately) according to the organs used in forming them; or some- 
what as follows: 


( a Ὶ 


ce A 
vowels. 
6 O | 
sonant. Ἶ 9 J 
1 u 
y T, / Ww semivowels, 
7.7 7) Vt nasals. 
surd. ἢ aspiration. 
sonant. zh Φῷ ἂν 
sibilants 
Ξαῦει sh 8 
sonant. dh Vv Age 
4 spirants. 
surd. th i 
sonant. g αἱ b 
οί mutes. 
surd. k t Pp 
palatal lingual labial 
series. series. series. 


In this scheme, the nasals are put next the semivowels, because, though in one 
sense contact-letters, mutes, they are in another respect a class of sounds in a 
high degree open, sonorous, and continuable; and because they share with the 
vowels and semivowels the possession of a common surd, the “aspiration” h, 
which accordingly finds its proper place as such. 

This arrangement is of value also as casting light upon the historical develop- 
ment of the alphabet. In the earliest Indo-European language, the’ greatly pre- 
dominant sounds were the extreme ones, a and the mutes; and the alphabet has 
ever since been filling up more and more with intermediate articulations. Of the 
fricatives (sibilants and spirants together) only the s is a primitive Indo-European 
letter. The same is true of the vowel-system; its extremes, the a, ἢ, and u, are 
alone original. This filling up is not because the intermediate sounds are, in 
themselves and absolutely, easier of utterance; they are rather the contrary; they 
are harder for the child to learn to produce, and less frequently met with in the 
sum of human speech. But in the rapid transitions of fluent utterance, from 
vowel to consonant and consonant to vowel, there is less expenditure of force in 
passing back and forth between sounds of medial character; the organs find this 
art (unconsciously, of course) by experience, and alter the sounds of extreme 
into those of medial closeness. Hence there is a constant general movement from 
the two ends of the alphabet toward its middle, an assimilation, as it were, of the 
two great classes to one anotner: the vowels become closer or more consonantal ; 
the consonants become opener or more vocalic. The articulated emission of 
sound assumes a different character: its general breadth and fullness (as depend- 
ing on the vowels) are reduced or contracted; and the articulating elements, the 
consonants that break it into joints, are of less incisive character and of inferior 
dividing effect. This thinning process has gone a great way in English. The 
facts most strikingly illustrating it are that the open a of far, which once formed 
full 30 per cent. of Indo-EKuropean utterance, has sunk with us to a half of one 
per cent., while the two close vowels 7 and a (the neutral sound in but and burn) 
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make over 16 per cent.; and the fricatives have become more numerous than the 
mutes. This is, in its way and degree, a degeneration of the phonetic form of 
language; we may hope that it will not go enough farther to degrade seriously 
the character of our speech. : 


A recess was taken until afternoon. 


AFTERNOON SESSION. 
The Secretary reported the election of new members : 


Mr. John C. Bull, American Asylum, Hartford, Conn.; Dr. D. J. Pratt, As- 
sistant Secretary of the Board of Regents, Albany, N. Y.; Mr. J. W. Schermer- 
horn, New York. 


Professor C. H. Brigham, of Ann Arbor, Mich., exhibited a 
Siamese manuscript. 


This manuscript is on black pasteboard, twenty feet long and thirteen inches 
broad, with writing on both sides. The letters, one-third of an inch long, are 
painted in yellow color. The words read from left to right. The lines are divided, 
and judging by the similarity of sound in the endings, there is rhyme as well as 
poetry in them. ‘The subjects on the opposite sides of the manuscript seem to be 
different. A reasonable conjecture is that it contains two Siamese poems. The 
manuscript was brought from the East Indies many years ago by a gentleman 
since deceased, who gave no information how or when he obtained it. 


Professor J. M. Van Benschoten, of Wesleyan University, Mid- 
dletown, Conn., read a paper on “Troy and Dr. Schliemann’s 
Discoveries.” 


The paper was illustrated by diagrams and a large collection of photographs, 
and was based in part on the author’s own investigations as to the geography of 
Tlium and the work which has just been carried on there. Dr. Schliemann’s 
labors were carefully described, and his wife’s assistance in them was commended. 
Part of the paper was devoted to an examination of the geographical knowledge 
of Homer. The general results were summed up somewhat as follows : 

What has Schliemann discovered ὁ Manifestly a city of very ancient date. 
Whether it be Troy or not is another question, the answer to which awaits fur- 
ther exploration and discovery immediately at Hissalik and the Greek camp at 
Mycenae and Argos and other countries of ancient civilization. Of the existence 
of an actual Troy there can hardly be a question any longer. Egyptologists 
have established beyond a reasonable doubt what concurrent tradition had long 
tried to settle. As to the age of these ruins of Hissalik there is and will be di- 
versity of opinion. It will require more years to capture this question than 
Agamemnon spent in taking Troy. History never had such a problem to solve 
before ; accepted theories of chronological sequence have broken down. A very 
few facts sum up ancient history. Save what concerns the Egyptians and the 
Hebrews we know next to nothing of the ancient world. We amuse ourselves 
with the terms pre-historic, pre-hellenic, etc., terms as vague as anything can well 
be. Schliemann’s stone stratum succeeds his bronze stratum. I think it reason- 
able to conclude that the stone and the bronze age are not necessarily a mark of 
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great antiquity, neither is the order of superposition a law. The same line of 
statement may with some limitation be made with regard to pottery. Itis a 
common opinion that rude pottery, rude in texture and execution, is a certain in- 
dex of a rude civilization. Notso. In historical periods undoubtedly there are 
certain well-settled marks of age and nationality. As to the Hissalik pottery, to 
much of it a high antiquity may perhaps reasonably be assigned. The rude 
grafiti or scrawls on Schliemann’s terracottas, at one time so unpromising, are 
just now attracting the profoundest interest. As to his γλαυκῶπις ᾿Αϑήνη, when 
he shall have made good 115 promise—or threat—to dig out:at Mycenae a βοῶπις 
᾿Αϑήνη, we Greek schoolmasters will review and revise our Homer and read 
“owl-eyed Athena.” This indicates Schliemann’s weakness. He is so exacting 
that the most insignificant object, be it what it may, which his spade throws out 
of the hill of Hissalik must be connected with some Homeric name, and he is so 
credulous that he believes it to be thus associated. A battered helmet must be 
the helmet of Ajax ; a shivered lance must be the lance of Achilles, and so on. 
But in spite of defects in Schliemann’s education and in spite of his over-great 
enthusiasm verging on insanity, he has done the world an incalculable service. 
Excavations on ancient sites are to be the order of the day for the next decade. 


Dr. Robert P. Keep, of Hartford, Conn., read a paper on “ Mr. 
Isaac Taylor’s ‘Ktruscan Researches.’ ” 


The chief source of information respecting the language of the Etruscans, is 
the inscriptions, which, in number not less than three thousand, have been dis- 
covered in different parts of Etruria. The character in which they are written 
offers little difficulty, resembling clearly as it does the character common to 
ancient Greek and Latin records. These inscriptions are found upon a closer 
examination- to be exceedingly disappointing. Only seventeen of the whole 
number are bilingual, and of the rest many are mere mortuary records of the 
briefest form, while it often happens that one is but the .repetition of another. 
Of a literature we can not seriously speak. We have only a collection of frag- 
ments, a few scattered words. The importance of the interpretation of these, 
however, is apparent when we consider the intimate relations which existed for 
several centuries between Etruria and Rome. How much indeed of what we call 
the essential character of Roman civilization was due to or directly borrowed 
from the Etruscans, how far the Roman mythology, where it differs from the 
Greek, may be Etruscan, we shall only know when we shall have discovered the 
linguistic affinities of the Etruscan language. 

The latest attempt in this direction is that of the Rev. Isaac Taylor, in his 
book published last winter in London, and not yet reprinted in this country, 
entitled ‘Etruscan Researches.” He maintains that the Etruscans are of 
Seythian or Turanian origin. The presumption in favor of this theory follows 
from a consideration of their architecture, their religious belief, their social cus- 
toms, their artistic capacity, and their mental and physical constitution ; and the 
confirmation is sought in a comparison of the remnants of their language with 
the vocabularies of different people of the so called Turanian family. It is not, 
however, too much to say that the presumption after the perusal of the first or 
general part of Mr. Taylor’s book, where he discusses the question on ethnolog- 
ical grounds, remains against the theory. We pass to what Mr. Taylor considers 


30 Proceedings of the 


the more important division of his work, the attempt to identify and interpret 
Etruscan by the aid of Ugric words. 

In the Museum at Palermo there is an Etruscan sarcophagus with a relief in 
the Greek style upon its face, representing the parting scene between a husband 
and his wife. On either side of a door which represents the entrance to the 
lower world, stand two winged genii and under them are written the words 
KULMU and vANTH. The meaning of ‘“‘death angel,” or “destroying angel”’ 
seems clear enough for the two words. Now in the Finnic Epic Poem, the 
“ Kalevala,’ alma means “ruler of the grave;” in modern Finnic, Kalma is 
“the smell of a corpse”; in Samojed, Kolmi is “ spirit of the dead”; in Lapp, 
Kalmi is “ the grave ”’ ; 7. e., these different words in various Ugriec dialects show 
a correspondence to each other in form and meaning, and KuLMU resembles 
them in form. For vantu, Mr. Taylor gives us Turkish fena, “ annihilation ”’ 
and Finnic wana “old.” To show how easy it is to give from Latin and Greek 
examples of correspondence both in form and probable meaning to a large part 
of the Etruscan words which Mr. Taylor brings forward, suppose we suggest the 
great root dav as we see it in derived words, such as φάντασμα, ἱεροφάντης. I will 
here and occasionally in other cases suggest such analogies. My object is rather 
to show that Mr. Taylor’s method yields no trustworthy results than to claim for 
my own examples identity with the words which have suggested them. 

A fresco on the walls of a tomb at Volsci represents the immolation of Trojan 
prisoners by Achilles. Over the head of the figure which witnesses the sacrifice 
is written HINTHIAL PATRUKLES, which seems to mean “ Shade of Patroclus.”’ 
We have also a mirror, upon which is portrayed the visit of Ulysses to the lower 
world. He is accompanied by TuRMS arTas, “ Hermes of Hades” and near him 
stands a drooping corpse-like figure HINTHIAL TERESIAS, “ the shade of 
Teresias.” Now Tungusic Han means “idol.” For the meaning of aL we are 
referred to the mirror where one of the Trojans awaiting immolation is labelled 
TRUIALS. 5.15. considered to be demonstrative, and at to be a sign of descent. 
Trui-al-s then means “‘this the son of Troy.” Of the word HINTHIAL, we under- 
stand now the first and last syllables. ‘There remains the middle syllable Tur 
which Mr. Taylor thinks signifies “ grave,” and he explains the whole word, 
taking the elements in no regular order, but in the order 1-3-2, “ the image of the 
child of the grave.” Would a connection with the root ἐδ as modified in e/dw/or, 
ἰνδάλλομαι, Odyssey IIT. 346, not be less far fetched, and absurd? ΤῊ represents 
with tolerable regularity in Etruscan words, a Greek 0; 6. g. UTHUZE— Odvoceirc. 

After showing the unsatisfactory treatment by Mr. Taylor of several other 
words, the author of the paper called attention to his interpretation of the sylla- 
bles found on the so called “dice,” discovered at Toscanella, in 1848. Mr. 
Taylor stakes his case upon his success in identifying these syllables with Ugric 
numerals. The following table will show what the analogies are upon which 
he so confidently rests: | 

for macH, Turkish bar-mach, “finger,” =1; κι, Finnic kez, kezi, “hand,” —2; 
ZAL, Finnic jalka, “‘hand,’=8; sa |'Total disagreement between the Ugric dia- 
lects in designating four, which Mr. T. believes to be the meaning of sa—]=4; 
THU, Yenisseic ton, “hand,”=5; HuTH, Samojedic much-tun, much = mach = 1; 
tun = 5, much-tun is to be regarded as suffering contraction into HUTH,=6. 


—— 
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The following was the parallel, made in 1848, in the German Institute, between 
these Etruscan syllables and the Greek and Latin numerals: 

MACH, μία; THU, OVO; ZAL, τρεῖς; HUTH, quatuor; KI, quintus; SA, sex. 

Since Mr. Taylor’s book deals with languages which few understand, it must 
be judged according to the merits or defects of its method. This test it can not 
bear. Its author Jacks discrimination as well as the special knowledge which 
such an investigation as he has undertaken presupposes. The first facts of the 
theory are left unproved. The agglutinating character of the Etruscan language 
is not made out. The chief service which the book will render will be in calling 
anew the attention of scholars to an important problem, and in furnishing to the 
general reader a convenient manual of information about the Etruscans. 


Dr. J. Hammond Trumbull, of Hartford, Conn., presented a 
paper on “Names for Heart, Liver, and Lungs.” 


Three or four Indian tribes living west of the Mississippi were designated by 
the Algonkins as Panis. This name (now commonly written Pawnees) did not 
belong to the language of those who bore it, but was an appellation contemptu- 
ously given by Algonkins to servants and inferiors. It denotes, primarily, the 
Lungs or Lights, of man or beast. A simpleton, coward, slave, or generally 
an inferior being was characterized as lung-y or ‘all lungs’. A similar figure of 
speech is found in other American languages. In the Dakota, cha’ghu is ‘lungs’, 
chaghu-ka ‘afool’. In the Arapoho, tkun’a ‘lungs’, kuna-nit'ut ‘cowardly, easily 
scared’. Nor is the figure exclusively American. In the Lapp, we find keppa 
‘lung’, keppes ‘poor, mean’: and in the African Mpongwe, ibobo means both 
‘lung’ and ‘coward’. The association of ideas of weakness and inferiority with 
the lungs, seems to have originated in contrasting these organs with the liver. 
The liver is heavy, compact, of dark color; the lungs light, spongy, pale: the 
liver was esteemed good for food; the ‘lights’ were of little value. With the 
one, came to be associated ideas of strength, constancy, activity, courage; while 
the other became the type of weakness, levity, inactivity, cowardice. The liver 
was regarded as the seat of the desires and passions by which men come to 
mastery; the lungs, as the mere servants of the body, kept at unceasing work day 
and night. The quality which in most European languages has given names to 
the lungs is their lightness. The English ‘lights’ and ‘lungs’ are etymologically 
identical, both being represented in the Skr. laghu, which has the meanings of 
‘feeble’, ‘mean’, ‘insignificant’, as well as of ‘light’ (levis). In Polynesian 
languages, Tonga mama means ‘light’ and ‘lungs’; Hawaiian akemama ‘lungs’ 
is literally ‘light liver’ (Germ. die leichte Leber). The Eskimo puak ‘lung’ is 
related to puiok ‘to float on water’; and the Mohawk ostzesera ‘lungs’, to ostosera 
‘feathers’, etc. The association of ideas by which ‘light’ takes the meanings 
‘slight’, ‘weak’, ‘inconstant’, etc., is obvious. Less clear, at first sight, is the 
connection between ‘lightness’ and ‘slowness’. We may trace it in Indo-Euro- 
pean derivatives from the root of Skr. laghu and langh, including Irish lag, and 
English ‘lag’ and ‘lageard’, as well as ‘lungs’ and ‘lights’. The old naturalists 
taught that “‘the smaller the lungs are in proportion to the body, the greater is 
the swiftness of the animal” (Plin., Hist. Nat., xi. 72). 

The Liver has very generally been regarded as the seat of the passions and the 
animal nature of man. ‘Traces of this belief may be found in many widely-sepa- 
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rated languages. The Orientals ascribed to the liver the principal agency in 
making the blood, and hence, perhaps, it became to them, in some sense, sacred; 
for “the life of the flesh is in the blood”. With the Hebrews, it was ‘the most 
precious’, man’s ‘honor’ and ‘glory’. Names of the gall and of bile have gen- 
erally in European languages been transferred to the evil or ignoble passions. 
Derivatives from Gr. χόλος, χολῇ, and Lat. bilis, are numerous in modern lan- 
guages. Lat. fel, kindred with bilis, received in addition to its secondary meaning, 
‘poison’, that of ‘bitter anger’ or ‘wrath’; A. S. and O. Eng. fell was used in 
the double sense of ‘gall’ and ‘anger’, and had its adjectives ‘fellish’ and ‘felly’. 

Recognition of the Heart as the life-center and source of vital energy may be 
found far back in almost every language. To the Semitic and Aryan philoso- 
phies, this organ was the seat of mental as well as of physical activity. To it was 
referred, perhaps by one of the earliest, certainly by one of the most common 
figures of speech, all that belongs to man’s inner life, to ‘‘that which perceives, 
thinks, wills, and desires”. In every family of language, we find the name of 
the physical organ transferred to mental and moral faculties, to the will and the 
emotions. The Sanskrit hrid means ‘mind’ and ‘knowledge’ as well as ‘heart’ ; 
and so, the later derivatives of the same root in the parent speech, Gr. καρόΐα, 
Lat. cord-, cor, Goth. hairté, A. S. heorte, etc. In English, we borrow from more 
than one branch of the great family. From the Latin, through the Norman, we 
have core (the heart as a center) and courage. We have cordial as well as hearty, 
and once had cardiac (heartening, invigorating), now nearly obsolete except 
among physicians. The old verb ‘to hearten’ is regaining its place in our lan- 
guage. Other viscera have contributed to our vocabulary by transference of their 
names to passions and emotions of which they were supposed to be the seats. 
We retain the adjectives ‘choleric’, ‘spleeny’, ‘splenetic’, ‘melancholic’, ‘hypo- 
chondriac’, though we no longer locate melancholy in the hypochondria or 
attribute it solely to excess of ‘black bile’. 


Professor George F. Comfort, of Syracuse University, Syracuse, 
N. Y., next presented a paper on “ Helveticisms in Schiller’s Tell.” 


No literary production of modern times has been subjected to more searching 
criticism than Schiller’s drama of William Tell. In this careful analysis the 
‘extraordinary artistic power of the poet has been revealed in nothing more strik- 
ingly than the masterly way in which he has given a perfect ‘local coloring” to 
the play, weaving in not only allusions to local scenery, customs, and usages, but 
also introducing local, provincial words, phrases, and expressions, with a skill 
that is all the more remarkable, since the poet never visited Switzerland. A 
large number of them are not given in any German-English dictionary, nor are 
some of them indeed found in even the largest German dictionaries; many of the 
expressions are not explained even in the dictionaries of the local dialects.. Thus, 
zu Berg fahren means ‘‘to take a herd of cattle from the wintering place up 
to the pasture lands on the mountains as they become green through the advancing 
summer.” Die Alpe means in Switzerland “a plot of pasture land high up 
in the mountains.” A large number of other words were traced, including some 
proper names, in which the influence of the neighboring Italian was shown, upon 
the formation of provincial terms of endearment, as Seppi tor “Joseph,” from 
Giuseppe. Also the remains of old German influences were pointed out, as in 
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Kuoni for “Konrad.” That Schiller could use these provincialisms so accu- 
rately and still so freely and artistically, was owing doubtless to the care with 
which he studied such works as those of Tschudi, Miiller, Schenchzer, Etterlein, 
and Ebel upon Swiss history, geography, scenery, customs, and usages, and to 
his long intimacy in Weimar with his Swiss friend, H. Meyer. It is a curious 
circumstance that these words and expressions in so classical a work as William 
Tell should not be found in standard German-English dictionaries. And usually 
the non-German student thinks that he is reading the purest German, in passages 
which are provincial and poetic, and are recognized to be so by the Germans 
themselves. 

As the Local Committee had arranged for a reception to be 
given in the evening, the Association adjourned till 9 o'clock to- 


morrow morning. 
Fripay, Juty 17Ta—MorninG SESSION. 
The first paper read was by Professor C. H. Brigham, of Ann 
Arbor, Mich., on “The Agaou Language.” 


This is the dialect of the Jews of Abyssinia, known as the Falasha people. 
These Falashas differ from other Jews in knowing nothing of Hebrew. They 
are equally ignorant of Greek and of Arabic. They have had no connection 
with other Jewish tribes, but have been familiar for ages with the dialects of the 
people among whom they have lived. 

The language of the dominant race in Abyssinia in the early time was the 
Gheez, a Semitic dialect. This language early became detached from the Cushite 
or Himyarite. It has some resemblance to the Coptic, particularly in the form 
of the verb. From the 14th century it has ceased to be a spoken language, and 
only the learned understand it. The nearest to it of the dialects which have 
sprung from it is the Tigré or Khassi language. ‘The Amharic, the official lan- 
guage of the land, is also spoken by the Falasha Jews, as well as by the Chris- 
tians, though it is not used in religious exercises, but only in secular affairs. 

The Falashinya, or Agaou dialect, which the Falashas speak in their house- 
holds, has nothing Semitic in its structure. It is the descendant of the dialect 
spoken by the Abyssinian people before the invasion of the Semitic race from the 
other side of the Red Sea. This may be shown by the comparison of the Bogos- 
Bilen table of numbers from 1 to 10, with the Falasha names of numbers. They 
are nearly identical. So the common names of the elements, and of the imple- 
ments of industry and domestic life, have close resemblance in sound to the 
ancient Bogos speech. 

The Grammar of the Falasha language has several peculiarities. It has no 
article. The feminine gender is marked by adding ἐΐ or efi to the masculine. 
The plural is formed in five ways: by adding the word sz, which means all, as 
yor, “man,” yirki, “men” ;—by doubling the word; by changing the final a into 


ἜΣ; by changing an inner letter, as khoura, “child,” plural khoria, “children” ; by 


adding in, to express decimal numerals, as lina, “two,” linin, “twenty.” The 
adjective always comes before the substantive. There are three oblique cases, 
genitive, dative, and accusative. The personal pronouns are sometimes independ- 
ent, sometimes prefixed to the word to which they belong. ‘There is only one 
conjugation for all verbs. The participle is shown by the termination ag; and 
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the personal pronoun before the participle implies combined action. The impera- 
tive has a double form, affirmative and negative. When two verbs are joined, 
the first indicates the manner of the action. There are various other ways of 
verbal modifications. Illustrations of all these positions were given. 

The Agaou language belongs to the great family which includes the Egyptian, 
Berber, Haoussa, the class of tongues sometimes called “ Hamitic.” It is notable 
for the abundance of its nasal tones, for the confusion of its liquids, for its con- 
traction of words, and for the change of gutturals into nasals. Its literature is 
not abundant, consisting mainly of prayers and translations of Scripture. 


Professor W. D. Whitney, of Yale College, New Haven, Conn., 
read the next paper, on “@®ice or Θέσει ?”’ 


The ancient Greeks disputed whether the names of things existed φύσει, “by 
nature,” or θέσει, “by assignment,” i. e. by human attribution—whether they 
were natural or conventional. The same question is sometimes raised and 
answered anew at the present time; and the answer is apt to be, φύσει : perhaps 
especially on the part of those who affect a philosophic profundity in their treat- 
ment of the subject. But if there is truth in that answer, it is very far from 
being the whole truth. On the contrary, in the most direct and obvious sense, 
names are certainly θέσει. That is to say, the words of all existing languages 
exist and are used only by convention; they were learned by those who use them; 
their variety, in relation to any given idea, is as great as that of human lan™ 
guages; they are kept in existence by tradition. There is not a known name in 
any dialect that has an internal necessary significance, or other than a historical 
raison d’étre: even the most obvious onomatopeeias are only examples of how 
human usage has chosen one mode of suggestion rather than another in forming 
its names: each idea so indicated is in other dialects found expressed by words 
which possess no such suggestiveness. This is true not only of all existing, but 
of all recorded speech, and of all that is inferable for pre-historic epochs, or restor- 
able by scientific processes. It only remains disputable whether the very earliest 
stage of expression, the germ of the after conventional growth, was natural and 
necessary. Upon this point, opinions may and probably will long remain at vari- 
ance. The speaker believed, however, that here also the only true and tenable 
answer is θέσει. And this in part because he held that the impulse to communi- 
cation was the final and direct producer of speech; that there would have been 
no speech without it. It is not, of course, the whole force, or the grandest of the 
forces, that combine to the existence of speech. If a stone lie supported at the 
edge of a precipice, it may continue there for ages without stirring; all the vast 
cosmical forces of gravity will have no power to set it in motion; but a slight 
thrust sideways, from some accidental and transient cause, topples it over, and it 
goes crashing down. Is it the thrust, or gravity, that produces the fall? Either, 
or both. There would have been no fall without gravity; but gravity would 
never have resulted in the fall without the thrust. So all the noble endowments 
of man’s nature would never have brought him to language without the added 
impulse to communication which comes from his social disposition. And names 
are given to things by him for the satisfaction of this impulse, being ‘made such 
as conduce to intelligibility; though language as a whole becomes a worthy ex- 
ponent and instrument of his best powers. 

Words, then, in their individuality, exist θέσει, and only θέσει: but the θέσις 
itself is φύσει, if we may include in φύσις not only man’s natural gifts but also his 
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natural circumstances. In this sense only, and with these limitations, is it proper 
to answer φύσει to the question as to the existence of speech. 


Mr. John Swinton, of New York, presented a paper on “ Lin- 
guistic Perspective.” 

It related to the elements, forces, and scope of the English language. The 
author showed by statistics that if it continued for another century at the ratio of 
the growth of the past century, it would then be spoken by as many people as 
now inhabit the globe. He showed that it was spoken by more people than any 
other European language; and that it was the only language that was spoken by 
two great powers (England and the United States). He indulged in a series of 
speculations concerning his theory, showing how the dominating English dialect 
was absorbing all local dialects, and discussing other questions of interest. 


The Committee to nominate officers for the following year made 


nominations as follow: 
For President—Dr. J. Hammond Trumbull, Hartford, Conn. 
For Vice-Presidents—Professor S. S. Haldeman, University of Pennsylvania, 
Columbia, Penn., Professor Charles Short, Columbia College, New York. 
For Secretary and Curator—Professor Samuel Hart, Trinity College, Hartford, 
Conn. 
For Treasurer—Professor Albert Harkness, Brown University, Providence, R. I. 
For additional members of the Executive Committee— 
Professor Fisk P. Brewer, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
Professor Martin L. D’Ooge, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. ἢ 
Professor Edwin S. Joynes, Washington and Lee University, Lexington, Va. 
Professor Lewis R. Packard, Yale College, New Haven, Conn. 
Professor Edward H. Twining, University of Missouri, Columbia, Mo. 


The report was accepted, and the persons therein named were 
declared elected to the offices to which they were respectively nomi- 
nated. 

The Committee to select the place and the time of the next meet- 
ing recommended that the meeting be held at Newport, R. I, on 
the 13th day of July, 1875, at 3 o’clock Ῥ. M. 

The report was accepted, and the recommendation of the Com- 
mittee was adopted. 

The Executive Committee were desired to take into consideration 
the question of holding winter sessions of the Association at places 
in the southern portion of the United States. 

On motion, it was 


Resolved, 'That the members of the Philological Association gratefully acknowl- 
edge the kindness and hospitality of the citizens of Hartford, so generously 
tendered at an inconvenient season; the attentions of the efficient Local Com- 
mittee; the courtesy of the High School Committee, in giving the free use of 
their commodious building for the sessions of the Association; and the considerate 
favor of the railway companies in the return tickets given to the members of the 
Association. 


The minutes of the meeting having been read and approved, 
On motion, the Association adjourned. 
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